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ABSTRACT 


Is  t lie  Base  Realignment  and  C  losure  (BRAC)  process  really  saving  taxpayer 
dollars  or  misleading  the  American  public  into  thinking  that  reduced  infrastructure  equals 
savings?  BRAC  is  a  congressional ly  authorized  process  the  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  has  previously  used  to  reorganize  its  base  structure. 

The  intent  of  the  BRAC  process  is  to  reorganize  DOD's  base  structure  to  more 
efficiently  and  effectively  support  U.  S.  forces,  increase  operational  readiness,  and 
facilitate  new  ways  of  doing  business.  The  process  also  allows  DOD  to  divest 
unnecessary  installation  infrastructure  and  reinvest  the  savings  into  programs  that 
enhance  security  capabilities  and  quality  of  life  for  military  forces. 

To  enable  the  United  States  to  remain  relevant  and  competitive  in  2030.  the  nation 
needs  to  support  the  National  Security  and  Military  Strategies  by  focusing  more  on  our 
nation  as  a  whole  as  opposed  to  focusing  on  collective  DOD  solvency.  The  importance  of 
an  efficient  military  base  structure  is  imperative  and  cannot  be  overstated  in  terms  of  the 
expenses  required  to  operate.  The  base  structure  can  remain  efficient  only  if  the  difficult 
decisions  are  made  to  close  and  realign  bases  in  a  timely  manner. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Jt  is  not  what  we  have  that  will  make  as  a  great  nation;  It  is  the  way  in  which  vve?  use  it. 

PRESIDENT THEODORE  ROOSEVELT.  JULY  4.  IRSh 

As  the  U.S.  enters  a  period  of  extended  fiscal  austerity  and  ends  its  two  conflicts 
in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  the  Department  of  Defense  will  face  increased  pressure  to 
reduce  the  si/e  of  the  military  and  find  even  greater  efficiencies.  From  a  purely  fiscal 
perspective,  the  salary,  benefits,  medical  costs,  and  training  expenses  associated  with 
manning  the  force  have  made  reductions  in  manpower  a  traditional  reaping  ground  for 
budget  hawks.  Another  perennial  favorite  for  savings  are  underperforming,  expensive, 
and  potentially  unnecessary  weapons  systems  programs.  The  most  politically  sensitive 
way  to  find  savings;  however,  is  in  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  since  every 
politician  at  the  local,  state,  and  federal  level  is  loathe  to  lose  the  base  in  their  backyard 
and  its  commensurate  economic  impact.  This  politicalization  occurs  internal  to  the 
military  as  well,  especially  when  politicians  are  asked  to  make  choices  between  various 
military  Service  equities. 

Given  this  politicalization,  one  wonders  how  a  BRAC  round  could  ever  be  truly 
effective  enough  to  save  money  and  simultaneously  leave  the  U.S.  Defense  establishment 
on  solid  footing  to  meet  the  Nation's  security  needs.  This  thesis  analyzes  the  BRAC 
process  with  the  goal  of  defining  its  overall  effectiveness  in  positioning  the  military  to 
provide  for  the  common  defense.  While  never  perfect,  and  subject  to  its  own  political 
and  bureaucratic  influences,  the  BRAC  process,  as  it  has  evolved  over  the  last  half 
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century  has  matured  to  the  point  where,  if  properly  implemented,  it  does  save  money  and 
provide  a  solid  foundation  for  the  National  Defense. 

BRAC  is  the  congressionally  authorized  process  the  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  has  used  since  1989  to  reorganize  its  base  structure.1  In  theory,  the  BRAC 
process  allows  DOD  to  divest  unnecessary  installation  infrastructure  and  reinvest  the 
savings  into  programs  that  enhance  security  capability  and  quality  of  life  for  military 
forces.  As  the  nation's  security  challenges  become  more  complex,  the  U.  S.  military 
future  force  must  continue  to  become  an  increasingly  agile.  It  must  be  joint  force 
dominant  across  the  full  spectrum  of  operations.  The  instruments  of  national  power- 
diplomatic.  information,  military,  and  economic-facilitule  the  U.S.  progressive  ideals  to 
make  a  safer  and  more  prosperous  Nation.  The  current  U.S.  National  Security  Strategy 
priorities  are  to  secure  the  U.  S.  homeland  from  attack  and  protect  national  security 
interests  abroad  bv  ensuring  U.S.  military  forces  are  capable  and  ready,  and  our 
democratic  alliances  are  strong  and  enduring.2 

As  America  fights  terrorists  who  plan  and  carry  out  attacks  on  its  facilities  and 
people,  the  national  security  depends  on  defense  installations  and  facilities  being  in  the 
right  place,  at  the  right  time,  with  the  right  qualities  and  capacities  to  protect  its  national 
resources.'  Management  of  these  critical  assets  includes  owning,  managing,  and 
operating  installations  to  include  the  facilities,  people,  and  internal  and  external 


'U.S  Department  of  Defense.  BRAC,  Base  Realignment  anil  Closure  2005. 

Iiup:/A\\yw  delcnse.Cpy/Urnc  l.ujsjxil  In  nil  (accessed  April  26.  2012). 

Barack  Obama.  National  Senility  Strategy,  May  2010. 
blip  //«M  .imcrKanpiM^ic's.oicd'SuevSccuiiiy  sli  iicc'v  (accessed  March  15.2012). 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  DOD  101,  An  Introductory  Overview  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
liU|i:/Av  vs  vs . defense. iso/abutiiMod  to  I  .asps  (accessed  April  17.  201  2 1 


environment.'  An  effective  National  Security  Strategy  is  based  upon  a  right-sized, 
properly  organized,  and  resourced  defense  infrastructure. 

Today,  concerning  BRAC.  DOD  is  placing  more  emphasis  on  jointness  and 
capabilities  than  basic  cost  cutting.  In  this  environment,  jointness  is  defined  as  selecting 
the  appropriate  organizations  from  two  or  more  Services  to  share  facilities  and  services  in 
the  same  location  in  order  to  improve  combat  effectiveness  while  reducing  costs.  It  also 
generates  a  more  powerful  military  through  appropriate  basing.  Jointness  at  every  level 
will  play  a  much  greater  role.'  Joint  basing  was  developed  as  a  recommendation  during 
Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  2005.  Joint  Basing  is  the  consolidation  of  two  of 
more  installations  of  different  Services  into  one  base  that  share  a  common  boundary  or 
are  in  close  proximity  each  other.  Once  services  are  consolidated  to  one  base,  the  support 
functions  can  be  combined  and  operated  by  a  single  Service.6 

The  intended  purpose  of  this  research  is  to  describe  the  approved  DOD  BRAC 
process  and  how  it  was  applied  over  the  previous  BRAC  rounds,  1989,  1991.  1993.  and 
1995.'  In  addition,  the  research  will  look  internally  at  BRAC  2005  and  explore  the  intent 
and  results  of  the  joint  basing  initiative.  Each  chapter  emphasizes  and  highlights  four 
areas:  purpose;  selection  criteria  and  process;  Commission  recommendation;  and 
General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  assessment.  In  general,  the  Services  executed  BRAC 


1  Philip  W.  Grone  (DUSD  Installations  &  Environment).  “ 2007  Defense  Insinuations  Strategic 
I’lan. "  http://wwvv.ncu.psd.  mi  l/ic/dpYcnload/l)ISP2P07  final. lull  (accessed  April  16.2012). 

'  John  II  Pearson,  Aundre  Piggee.  Richard  Kitchens.  "Joint  Basing.-  The  Future  of  Military  Basing 
or  a  Failed  Experiment."  Joint  Forces  Stall  College.  Joint  and  Combined  Warfighter  School.  2008. 

"  Air  Education  and  fanning  Command.  What  is  Joint  Basing?.  I. 
hup:/Av\vw.  a  etc  al.mil/lihrary/ioinihasing/indcx  asp  ( accessed  March  9.2012). 

’  U.S.  Government  Accounting  Office.  "Military  Bases:  Analysis  of  DOD's  2005  Selection  Process 
and  Recommendations  for  Base  Closures  and  Realignments"  GAO-05-785,  by  Barry  W  Holman.  19. 
yv  •  /assets  250Z246994.pdf  (accessed  March  19.2012). 


within  the  prescribed  law.  However,  some  Service  actions  and  recommendations  have 
retarded  the  achievements  of  overall  mission  success  and  true  cost  savings. 

Chapter  One  establishes  the  motivation  for  BRAC  and  how  earlier 
recommendations  and  decisions  made  by  Secretary  of  Defense  McNamara  influenced 
Congress  to  develop  and  authorize  a  process  to  reduce  and  reorganize  base  structure. 
Additionally  ,  the  chapter  will  define  the  eight  initial  BRAC  Selection  Criteria  used  to 
determine  closure  or  realignment  of  military  installations.  This  chapter  describes  the 
BRAC  process:  initial  threat  assessment:  selection  criteria;  DOD  recommendation  for 
base  closure  or  realignment;  independent  Commission  review  of  DOD's 
recommendation:  the  Presidential  review  and  approval  of  Commission  report:  and 
Congressional  review  and  generating  law  (FIGURE  I ).  This  chapter  also  describes 
written  policy  to  execute  BRAC  and  the  use  of  the  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Action 
Model  (COBRA  Model)  to  determine  the  economic  analysis  for  base  closure  or 
realignment  actions. 


Congressional  BRAC  Process 


FIGURE  1 
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costing  assumptions  and  not  fully  adhering  to  the  DOD  selection  criteria.  DOD's  1995 
recommended  list  of  base  closures  and  realignments  was  projected  to  reduce 
infrastructure  by  only  7  percent.  Additionally.  GAO  noted  the  shortfalls  were  a  result  of 
joint  cross-service  groups  focus  being  too  narrow  and  lacking  the  appropriate  level  of 
guidance  and  leadership  to  execute  and  garner  savings  anticipated  by  the  cross-servicing 
strategy.  Because  of  the  shortfall  of  the  DOD  goal,  the  SECDEF  suggested  the  need  for 
additional  BRAC  rounds  in  3  or  4  years.  Ten  years  would  pass  before  the  next  BRAG. 

BRAC  2005  focused  on  military  value,  mission  support,  cost,  maintenance 
consolidation,  the  cross-service  use  of  common  support  services  and  joint  basing.  This 
was  the  largest  BRAC  round  with  the  projected  equally  large  savings.  GAO  identified 
implementation  and  operational  issues  that  warranted  further  attention  by  the 
Commission.  One  instance  was  an  action  that  was  acknowledged  by  both  the  Services 
and  joint  cross-service  group  as  having  a  potential  for  significant  savings,  but  was  later 
revised  by  the  senior  DOD  leadership  during  the  selection  process.  Others  applied  to 
assumptions  and  inconsistencies  in  developing  certain  cost  savings  estimates,  lengthy 
payback  periods,  or  potential  impacts  on  affected  communities.  GAOs  final  comments 
related  to  the  SECDEF  taking  appropriate  steps  to  establish  means  for  tracking  and 
updating  savings  estimates  concerning  recommendations. 

Chapter  Three.  Joint  Basing  Initiative,  briefly  described  the  successes  achieved 
during  the  BRAC  2005  round  that  made  progress  fostering  joint  activity  among  the 
military  services.  Although  the  Joint  Basing  Initiative  made  both  economical  and 

U.S.  Government  Accounting  Office.  Military  Bases:  Analysis  of  DOD's  2005  Selection  Process 
and  Recommendations  lor  Base  Closures  and  Realignments,  by  Barry  W.  Holman.  GAO-05  785, 
Government  Accounting  Office.  Washington.  D.C..  http./Av  u  \\  cao.gov/produeisK  i At  )-05-7S5  (accessed 
February  23, 2ni2> 


Chapter  Four,  the  conclusion,  briefly  summarizes  the  major  points  from  each 
BRAC  round.  Specifically,  distinct  changes  within  each  BRAC  round  to  improve  the 
process  and  potentially  increase  anticipated  savings  will  he  noted.  This  chapter  also 
addresses  shortfalls  that  hindered  maximizing  projected  savings.  The  chapter  concludes 
with  a  recommended  way  forward  to  be  considered  for  future  BRAC  execution. 

The  importance  of  the  research  is  an  effective  process  for  accessing  DDL) 
infrastructure.  The  BRAC  process  has  the  potential  to  validate  creative  ways  to  lower  the 
debt  and  maintain  effectiveness.  If  the  projected  savings  and  a  measurable  level  ol 
effectiveness  are  achievable,  the  process  must  be  carefully  managed.  In  light  ol  current 
and  future  economic  constraints,  the  relevance  of  this  thesis  is  obvious.  The  Nation  w  ill 
ask  the  military  to  do  more  with  less  and  will  expect  cost  savings  as  well.  While 
possible,  effective  national  security  must  rest  on  a  solid  foundation.  This  thesis  analyzes 
the  process  used  to  establish  that  foundation  while  saving  money. 


(■> 


CHAPTER  I:  MOTIVATION  FOR  BASE  REAL  IGNMENT  AND  CLOSURE 


In  the  1960s.  under  the  direction  of  President  Kennedy.  Secretary  of  Defense 

(SECDEF)  Robert  S.  McNamara  announced  and  executed  the  most  extensive  base 
realignment  and  closure  program  in  the  history  of  the  United  States.  The  base 
announcement  affected  HO  bases  in  the  United  States,  and  15  bases  abroad  for  95  affected 
bases.  The  bases  impacted  consisted  of  2  naval  shipyards.  6  bomber  bases.  Army  and  Air 
Force  training  sites,  arsenals,  radar  posts  and  other  installations  in  33  states,  to  include 
the  District  of  Columbia.  Secretary  of  Defense  McNamara's  strategic  endstale  was  to 
reduce  the  budget  by  approximately  $477  million  and  the  payroll  by  63.400  personnel 
over  a  ten-year  period.  The  Daily  Register,  a  New  Jersey  newspaper,  cited  SECDEF 
McNamara  saying  his  decision  to  shut  down  95  obsolete  and  surplus  military  bases  and 
plants  is  "absolutely,  unequivocally,  without  qualification,  irrevocable."1  Although  not 
congressionally  mandated  at  the  time,  SECDEF  McNamara  orchestrated  and  executed  the 
first  unofficial  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  round.  While  future  BRAC 
rounds  would  add  other  considerations  to  their  base  closing  calculus.  Secretary 
McNamara's  primary  focus  was  cost  (see  FIGURE  2). 


James  C.  Hogan.  “McNamara  Firm  on  Base  Shutdowns.”  The  Daily  Registrar  Volume  87.  Issue 
105.  (November  1004):  page  1 .  htltvJ/209  212  22  ss  ,1  iU/ihr/W004%9/10(>4/1064.l  I  Tu.ihIi  (accesed  26 
April  2012). 
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PRE-BRAC  1960's 


FIGURE  2 

Because  of  widespread  accusations  in  the  1960s  and  again  in  the  1970s,  that  the 
executive  branch  was  using  base  closures  to  punish  uncooperative  legislators.  DOD  had 
been  unable  to  recognize  the  potential  effectiveness  and  cost  savings  associated  with 
realignment  and  closure  of  unnecessary  or  underutilized  military  bases.  In  1977. 
Congress  passed  legislation  mandating  congressional  approval  for  any  closure  affecting 
300  or  more  civilian  employees.  The  same  legislation  directed  the  implementation  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  all  base  closures.  "The  NEPA  requires 
federal  agencies  to  integrate  environmental  values  into  their  decision  making  processes 
by  considering  the  environmental  impacts  of  their  proposed  actions  and  reasonable 
alternatives  to  those  actions.”'  Besides  NEPA  compliance,  the  law  further  requires  that 
the  selection  criteria  address  the  impact  of  costs  related  to  environmental  restoration  as 
well  as  waste  management  and  environmental  compliance.' 


‘  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  National  Environmental  Polit  e  Art  (NEPA). 
Inip./Av  wu  .cp.i  uo\/coinpliaiicc/nepa/inile\.himl  (accessed  Janaury  19.  2012). 

U.S.  Army.  U.S.  Army  Baer  Realignment  and  Closure  Division  (BRACE)). 

Imp  //u  u  u  ln|Ja..imp  iml/.K  v 1 1 1 i/hi  as  dap  liiinftem  m  iittneiii.il  c|  I  (accessed  January  19.  2012). 
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BRAC  Process 


For  over  a  decade  since  1977,  the  Department  of  Defense  was  not  able  to  improve 
and  garner  significant  savings  gained  through  the  realignment  and  closure  of  unnecessary 
or  underutilized  military  bases.  Regardless  of  the  absence  of  closure  actions,  the 
government  agreed  that  the  national  defense  needed  a  more  efficient  military  base 
structure. 1  Based  on  lessons  learned  from  the  BRAC'  1989  round  and  in  order  to  provide 
a  fair  process  that  will  result  in  timely  closure  and  realignment  of  military  installations, 
the  Congress  established  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990.  The 
BRAC  process,  governed  by  law.  begins  with  a  threat  assessment  of  the  future  national 
security  environment,  followed  by  the  development  of  a  force  structure  plan  and  basing 
requirements  to  meet  these  threats.  The  method  to  execute  the  BRAC  process  entails  five 
steps  (see  FIGURE  3). 


Department  of  Defense  BRAC  Process 


FIGURE  3 


Step  one  (Capacity  Analysis):  The  SECDEF  publishes  criteria  and  force  structure  plan  for 
use  in  developing  base  closure  and  realignment  recommendations.  Step  2  (Military 

'  U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Realighnments  anti  Closures. Report  of  theDefense  Secretary  's 
Cpommision.  December  IV88.6.  hllp://\vw\valelense.ji!« >v/hrac/docs/ 1  9XX.pdl  (accessed  April  2012). 


Value  Analysis):  The  SECDHF  publishes  a  report  containing  the  realignment  and  closure 
recommendations,  forwarding  supporting  documentation  to  an  independent  Commission 
appointed  by  the  president,  in  consultation  with  congressional  leadership.  Step  three 
(Scenario  Development  and  Analysis):  The  Commission  reviews  SECDEF 
recommendations  to  ensure  consistency  w  ith  criteria  and  force  structure  plan.  I  he 
Commission  has  the  authority  to  change  the  department  s  recommendations,  if  it 
determines  that  a  recommendation  deviated  from  the  force  structure  plan  and/or  selection 
criteria.  The  Commission  will  hold  regional  meetings  to  solicit  public  input  prior  to 
making  its  recommendations.  Step  four  (Finalize  Recommendations):  The  Commission 
certifies  data  and  testifies  before  Congress  under  oath.  Step  5  ( Proposed  Base 
Realignments  and  Closures):  The  Commission  forwards  its  recommendations  to  the 
President  for  review  and  approval,  who  then  forwards  the  recommendations  to  Congress." 

COBRA  Model 

The  Commission  developed  a  model  to  capture  the  essential  cost  and  sav  ings 
resulted  from  realignments  and  closures.  The  basis  for  the  model  was  to  determine  if  the 
six-year  payback  guidance  in  the  charier  had  been  achieved/'  The  BRAC  Commission 
uses  the  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Action  (COBRA)  model  to  determine  the  economic 
analysis  of  base  closure  or  realignment  actions.  The  COBRA  model  generates  a 
consolidated  summary  report  that  consist  of  20  detail  feeder  reports,  including 
appropriations,  mission  costs,  military  construction  costs,  and  personnel  costs  for  each 
closure  or  realignment  scenario.  In  addition,  the  summary  also  identifies  projected 

'  U.S.  Army.  U  S.  Army  Bast’  Realignment  and  Closure  Division  (BRACD). 
hlljt  \yyi_w  luj  i.i  ii  1 1>\  .nnl/.ii om  1'i.iL/laq  hunPcencral  q4  (accessed  Janaury  3.  2012). 

'U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Realighnnu’iits  and  Closures. Report  of  theDefense  Secretary  's 
Cpomndsion.  December  IVRS.  Itllj*  iicicn -i  ac/doi. oloss  j<J|  (accessed  April  2012). 
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payback  period.  20-year  Net  Present  Value  (NPV),  and  total  one-time  cost  of  the  closure 


or  realignment  action  (FIGURE  4). 


NPV  Analysis  of  Base  Closure 


FIGURE  4 


The  payback  period  is  defined  as  the  point  in  time  where  savings  generated  equal 

costs  incurred  for  particular  investment  to  "repay"  the  sum  of  the  original  investment.  In 

other  words,  the  length  of  time  required  to  recover  the  cost  when  the  realignment/closure 

has  paid  for  itself.  After  this  point,  net  savings  start  to  accrue. 

The  20- year  NPV  is  the  present  value  of  the  sum  of  discounted  cash  flows  minus 

initial  investment  and  tells  us  how  many  dollars,  today,  we  would  be  willing  to  spend  to 

receive  money  in  the  future.  The  NPV  allows  for  the  comparison  of  any  two  investments 

to  determine  which  investment  is  better.  For  instance: 

A  proposed  land  investment  requires  $10,000  of  cash  now.  and  is  expected 
to  be  resold  for  $25,000  in  four  years.  For  the  risks  involved,  the  investor 
seeks  a  20 %  discount  rate  (same  as  compounded  rale  of  return).  The 
$25,000  amount  to  be  received  in  four  years,  when  discounted  by  20 9c 
annually,  is  worth  $12,056  now.  Since  the  investment  costs  $10,000.  the 
net  present  value  is  $2,056. 


1  Answers, 
25.  2012). 


Net  Present  Value.  hup://ww w .answcrs.com/iopic/net-prcsent-valuc  (accessed  Janaury 


Both  the  net  present  value  and  payback  period  are  measures  of  effectiveness  used  to 
compare  the  economic  impacts  of  one  realignment  or  closure  scenario  recommendation 
to  another. 

As  many  as  250  or  more  input  values  can  be  generated  as  result  of  a  single  move 
from  a  closing  base  to  a  gaining  base.  Because  ol  the  many  inputs  and  variables  that 
require  estimation,  error  can  arise  from  a  multitude  of  sources  including  faulty  supplied 
data,  lack  of  consistency,  or  incomplete  information.  This  will  generate  randomness  in 
the  COBRA  Model  itself  simply  due  to  entry  data.'  While  the  CiAO  concluded  that  the 
COBRA  model  was  as  a  conceptually  sound  tool  that  evaluated  costs,  savings,  and 
payback  periods,  the  GAO  also  found  several  deficiencies  in  the  model  that  included:  1 ) 
the  exclusion  of  some  relevant  costs,  2)  the  use  of  improper  discount  and  inflation  rales, 
and  3)  errors  in  the  data  input. ' 

The  following  chapter  w  ill  discuss  “the  early  BRAC  rounds"  in  19X9,  1991.  1993. 
and  1995  respectively.  In  particular,  the  chapter  describes  how  the  stated  purpose  of  each 
BRAC  round  dictated  the  need  for  additional  selection  criteria  to  maximize  efficiencies 
and  cost  savings. 


s  Douglas  D.  Hardman.  Michael  S.  Nelson,  "A  Parametric  Regression  of  the  Cost  of  Base 
Realignment  Action  (COBRA)  Model."  Thesis.  October  IWt.  Imp  /w  a  ■  .In,  mil’,  pi 
bin/GetTRDoc  >AD=  \DA2  10462  (accessed  January  23,  2012). 

Vernon  P.  Kemper.  “An  Analysis  of  the  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Ations  (C(  )BRA)  Model." 
Master  of  Science  in  Pinacial  Management.  Naval  Post  Graduate  School.  December  1993. 
w  vv  w  .dnc.iml/cci  hurt  iei  I  Rl  >oc  '  M  1  \D  (accessed  May  23, 2012) 
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CHAPTER  2:  EARLY  BRAC  ROUNDS 


In  1982,  President  Ronald  Reagan  organized  the  President’s  Private  Sector 
Survey  on  Cost  Control  to  focus  on  waste  and  inefficiencies  in  the  U.S.  Federal 
government.  The  President  selected  Joseph  Peter  Grace  as  Commissioner  and  directed 
him  to  execute  his  duties  and  to  ensure  that  no  stone  was  left  unturned  as  the  committee 
worked  to  root  out  inefficiencies.1  The  President’s  Private  Sector  Survey  on  Cost  Control 
(PSSCC),  commonly  referred  to  as  The  Grace  Commission,  recommended  that  a  non¬ 
partisan  and  independent  Commission  be  established  to  study  closure  issues.  Based  on 
the  recommendation  of  the  PSSCC.  the  Congress  and  the  President  subsequently 
endorsed  and  chartered  the  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure  on  May  3.  1988.  The  primary  task  and  purpose  for  the  charter  was  to 
recommend  military  installations  within  the  United  Slates,  its  commonwealths,  territories, 
and  possessions  for  realignment  and  closure. 

BRAC  is  a  congressionally  authorized  process  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD) 
uses  to  reduce  and  reorganize  its  base  structure  to  support  military  forces  more  efficiently 
and  effectively,  increase  operational  readiness,  and  facilitate  new'  ways  of  doing  business. 
Beginning  in  1988.  just  before  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  DOD  recognized  that  a  sizable 
amount  of  excess  infrastructure  existed  so  that  there  was  a  mismatch  between 
requirements  and  physical  capacity.  The  mismatch  highlighted  the  fact  that  funds  were 
being  expended  unnecessarily  to  sustain  excess  infrastructure  creating  a  necessity  for 
change.  In  1989.  the  Pentagon  performed  a  study  that  found  that  the  military  had  20  to 

1  The  Grace  Commission.  hinv.//\vv»  v>  .savior. ora/sne/vs r>- 
cpnicniAiplnads/20l(>/l 2/Gr.iccCoiininsMPH,ixll  (accessed  May  23.  2012). 


25  percent  more  infrastructure  -  installation  capacity  than  it  needed.'  DOD  recognized 
the  excess  and  created  opportunities  through  the  BRAC  initiative  to  assess  its  installation 
and  infrastructure  requirements  to  determine  the  best  size,  functionality  and  placement  to 
support  emerging  missions  in  support  of  our  national  security  needs. 

The  formal  DOD  process  to  make  recommendations  and  determine  closure  or 
realignment  of  military  installations  during  the  1989  BRAC  round  involved  the 
Commission  developing  its  own  list  of  proposed  closures,  which  it  presented  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  Congress.  The  1991.  1993.  1995  and  2005  BRAC  rounds 
consisted  of  independent  recommendations  to  the  President  based  on  the  Commission  s 
review  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense's  proposal  to  close  and  realign  bases.  The  later 
BRAC  rounds  were  coordinated  through  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  In  addition,  a  long 
range  force  Structure  Plan  (FSP)  based  on  the  probable  threats  to  national  security  was 
developed  and  became  the  basis  for  the  initial  recommended  closure  and  realignment 
listing.  Following  the  1989  BRAC.  DOD  also  developed  the  original  BRAC  selection 
criteria  used  as  a  basis  for  all  subsequent  BRAC  rounds.  Congress  codified  eight 
considerations  for  the  BRAC  selection  criteria  with  a  slight  modification  in  2005.  The 
first  four  are  the  most  important  criteria  and  relate  to  the  military  value  of  the 
installations:  ( 1 )  Current  and  future  mission  requirements;  (2)  availability  and  condition 
of  land,  facilities,  and  air  space;  (3)  contingency  and  mobilization  requirements:  and  (4) 
cost  and  manpower  implications.  The  remaining  four  considerations  address  the  number 
of  years  needed  to  recover  the  cost  of  realignment  and  closure:  ( I )  Return  on  investment: 
(2)  local  economic  impact;  (3)  impact  on  community  infrastructure;  and 

U.S.  Army.  U.S.  Army  Rase  Realignment  ami  Closure  Division  {BRAC'D). 
hup  ■  AV.U  l  up  1 1  .inn.  nnl/.ksiiii  In  ■i.iijJiiii  .  imrn^h  n_«|15  (accessed  January  IS.  201 2 1 
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(4)  environmental  impact.*  As  mentioned,  the  selection  criteria  were  slightly  modified  by 
Congress.  More  specifically,  the  word  “surge"  was  added  to  criterion  three,  increasing 
the  emphasis  on  potential  future  operational  recommendations.  BRAC  is  a  continuous 
process  and  DOD  continued  to  use  the  selection  criteria,  force  structure  plan,  and 
infrastructure  inventory  throughout  the  process.  The  execution  of  BRAC  required 
balancing  the  readiness  of  the  military  forces,  the  well-being  of  civilians  and  their 
families,  and  the  needs  of  local  community.  Although  BRAC  is  financially  beneficial  to 
DOD,  it  lakes  an  emotional  and  economical  toll  on  the  communities  that  are  negatively 
impacted.  While  some  communities  are  negatively  impacted,  others  see  significant 
growth  and  welcome  an  expanded  military  presence. 

BRAC  1989 

As  mentioned  earlier,  in  the  mid-1980s  and  prior  to  BRAC  1989,  it  was  widely 
recognized  and  observed  that  a  rapid  military  expansion  was  occurring  because  of  an 
increase  in  defense  spending.  It  was  also  recognized  in  die  mid-1980s  that  DOD  had 
excess  capacity  in  infrastructure.  Despite  the  absence  of  closure  actions,  there  was  a 
general  consensus  within  the  government  that  the  national  defense  would  improve,  at  less 
cost,  if  a  more  efficient  way  to  manage  military  base  structure  was  developed  and 
executed.* * 4  From  the  outset  of  BRAC  1989.  the  Commission  focused  on  criteria  that 
would  govern  the  nomination  of  installations  for  realignment  or  closure.  The 
Commission  acknowledged  cost  reduction  was  the  reason  for  its  chartering,  but  also 


U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Report.  Volume  I.  May  2005. 

Ini p://\v vv vv .hrac.gov /docs/final/Appcndi\l:  pdl  (accessed  January  IS.  2012). 

4  U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Realif>hnments  and  Closures. Report  of  theDefense  Secretary's 
Columbian,  December  IVSS,  6.  hnp://w\v\\  .defense,  gov/hrac/docs/ 1  OSS,  pdf  (accessed  April  2012). 
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recognized  that  military  value  was  the  primary  factor  in  making  decisions."’  Military 
value  is  defined  by  four  selection  criteria:  1 )  the  current  and  future  capabilities  needed 
and  the  impact  on  operational  readiness  of  a  post.  base,  range  or  installation.  2)  the 
availability  and  condition  of  land,  facilities  and  associated  airspace.  3)  a  "surge 
capability"  that  allows  the  department  to  accommodate  mobilization,  and  4)  the  cost  of 
operations  and  manpower  implications." 

As  a  result,  the  Commission's  focus  was  not  the  cost  savings:  instead,  it 
concentrated  on  military  value  (see  FIGURE  5).  Military  value  focuses  on  defense 
installations  and  facilities  being  in  the  right  place,  at  the  right  time,  with  the  right 
qualities  and  capacities  to  protect  our  national  resources. 

BRAC  1989 


Military 

Value 


r 


FIGURE  5 


'  U  S.  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Realighnnientx  and  Clasun-s.Refwrt  oftheDcfensc  Secretary  's 
Commisian.  December  I  VK«S.  I;1  p  awv  deiciM  j.o'Ih.k  Mi  i  >ss  j\li  (accessed  January  ll>.  2UI2i. 

"  Jim  Garamonc.  "News  Analysis;  Military  Value  at  Heart  of  BRAC."  American  Forces  Press 
Services,  May  2005.  Iittp ://v\  w  u  Inula. ai  m\  .mil/acsim/bi  ,ie .•  M 1 1 1 1 . n  s  V  nine  pdt  (accessed  May  2.  2012), 

U  S.  Department  of  Defense.  DOD  101,  An  Introductory  Ovcn  iew  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
hup  Ay  .'.  v.  dele n s«.  ,>>\  "  ■ui/il.  >■  1 1 • 1 1  (accessed  April  17.2012). 


The  Commission's  review  of  the  military  force  structure  and  basing  requirements 
was  geared  towards  identifying  installations  that  afforded  adequate  available  acreage, 
airspace  for  realistic  combat  training,  and  provisions  for  survivability  of  strategic  forces. 
During  the  initial  assessment,  the  Commission  discovered  that  urban  expansion  and 
encroachment  degraded  military  value.  The  Commission  acknowledged  that  to  achieve 
the  desired  military  value,  additional  funding  to  purchase  adjacent  land  was  required. 
After  the  initial  assessment,  the  Commission  received  input  from  the  Services  with  their 
appropriate  recommendation  for  bases  realignment  and  closure. 

The  Commission's  methodology  for  executing  BRAC  1989  was  a  two-phase 
approach  w  ith  six  internal  steps.  Phase  I.  with  a  sub-set  of  two  steps,  grouped  the  bases 
into  22  overall  categories,  such  as  training  bases  and  administrative  headquarters,  and 
then  focused  on  determining  the  military  value.  Step  one-entailed  grouping  installations 
with  similar  missions  to  streamline  and  facilitate  consistent  analysis.  After  completing 
the  analysis,  step  tw’o  began  by  screening  and  comparing  the  base  size  and  whether  or  not 
it  was  appropriately  sized  to  support  its  current  and  projected  future  requirements. 

Phase  two.  with  a  subset  of  steps  3-6.  focused  on  assessing  the  cost  and  savings  of 
base  realignment  and  closure  options.  Step  three  began  when  the  results  showed  that  a 
base  size  was  not  comparable  with  its  mission  requirements.  These  bases  became 
candidates  for  relocation.  Additional  analysis  was  done  to  determine  whether  the  costs  of 
the  closure  and  realignment  package  could  be  paid  back  with  savings  in  six  years.  Step 
four  considered  potential  environmental  impacts.  This  step  began  after  the  Commission 
determined  candidates  for  realignment  or  closure  by  taking  a  preliminary  and  unofficial 
look  at  the  potential  environmental  impacts. 
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This  initial  environmental  assessment  was  not  official  and  did  not  replace  the 
Congressional  NEPA,  but  allowed  early  engagement  with  the  community.  Step  five 
informed  the  public  of  the  potential  economic  impact.  Importantly,  history  showed  that 
closures  were  less  traumatic  than  anticipated.  In  the  final  step,  the  Commission 
considered  future  alignments  and  closing  based  on  military  strategy  and  force  structure 
changes. 

GAO  Assessment 

The  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  was  instrumental  in  the  process  and 
participated  by  providing  field  staff  to  assist  the  Commission  during  its  internal  review  of 
the  data.  GAO  generated  its  own  BRAC  report  to  capture  the  DOD  and  Commission’s 
intent  and  execution  for  the  applicable  BRAC  round.  In  general,  the  GAO  concluded  that 
the  Commission  used  information  primarily  provided  by  the  military  Service  and  was 
greatl\  dependent  on  the  judgments  of  the  individual  Commission  members.  GAO 
determined  that  the  methodology  adopted  by  the  Commission  was  generally  sound,  but 
the  execution  lent  itself  to  errors  during  implementation  of  the  methodology  and  the 
estimates  of  annual  savings  were  overstated.  GAO  noted  an  estimated  SI  70  million 
discrepancy  between  what  the  Commission  submitted  and  what  GAO  estimated  as  the 
cost.  Even  though  SI 70  million  is  notable  discrepancy,  GAO  concluded  that  the 
Commissioners  recommendations  were  still  sound  and  logical.' 

GAO  noted  that  the  Commission’s  process  also  considered  the  environmental  and 
community  economic  impacts,  and  concluded  that  neither  of  the  two  considerations  was  a 

T’.S.  Government  Accounting  Office.  Military  Bases:  An  Analysis  of  Commission's  Realignment 
and  Closure  Recommendations  GA(  )/NSlAL)  4042.  by  1  rank  Conahan. 

Imp  !,'%%  w  deleave  Co  I’m..  \  -•  l‘iss  mi-  [i'll  (accessed  January  22.  2012  i 


critical  component  to  determine  what  bases  would  be  realigned  or  closed.  GAO 
generally  agreed  with  the  DOD  and  Commission  noting  that  although  already  existing 
hazardous  waste  should  not  be  a  part  of  the  calculation  for  closure,  the  cost  incurred  to 
clean  up  the  waste  post-realignment  could  be  a  substantial  cost.  Pertaining  to  community 
economic  impact  assessment.  GAO  concluded  that  the  Commission  did  not  execute  a 
deliberate  assessment  due  to  a  tight  time  constraints,  thereby  accepting  risk  with  the 
assumption  that  cost  would  be  minimal. ' 

GAO  Recommendation 

GAO  concluded  the  majority  of  the  noted  discrepancies  and  errors  were  a  result 
of  utilizing  old  data,  double-counting  square  footage  for  some  facilities  and  inaccurately 
reporting  acreage.  During  phase  two.  the  GAO  found  that  the  Commission's  overall 
savings  estimates  were  overstated  because  of  data  errors,  inaccurate  estimates,  and  the 
exclusion  of  certain  relevant  costs.1"  The  GAO  determined  there  were  two  primary 
reasons  for  overstating  the  anticipated  savings.  First,  the  Commission  operated  under  a 
light  time  constraint  of  two  months,  meaning  it  rushed  through  its  work.  Secondly,  the 
Commission  did  not  have  effective  management  control  procedures. 

In  conclusion,  DOD  generally  agreed  with  GAOs  report's  findings,  with  a  few 
exceptions,  and  agreed  with  the  report's  recommendations.1 1  The  major  differences 
between  the  two  reports  were  the  way  each  calculated  reoccurring  military  construction 
sav  ings.  The  Commission  anticipated  an  increase  in  military  construction  because  of  the 

I  U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Realighnments  and  Closures, Report  of  the  Defense  Secretary's 
Commission,  December  IVOR,  19.  hnp:/Av  ww  Alefensc.gov/hrae/Joes/l9SX.pdf  (accessed  My  23.  2012). 

111  U.S.  Government  Accounting  ( Jfficc,  Military  Bases:  An  Analysis  of  Commission's  Realignment 
and  Closure  Recommendations  GAO/NSIAD  9042.  by  I-rank  Conahan.  3. 
http:// www. defense  jq\ /brae/tlocs/ 1 9XHaao.pdf  (accessed  January  22.  2012). 
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realignments  and  base  closures,  and  therefore  developed  conservative  estimates  for 
savings  that  allowed  for  new  cost.  Even  though  GAO  s  estimates  were  for  a  specilic 
point  in  time,  it  believed  the  Commission's  conservative  approach  was  correct. 

The  following  section  will  discuss  BRAC  1991.  the  first  of  three  rounds  directed 
by  President  George  Bush  with  emphasis  on  mission  support. 

BRAC  1991 

The  world  had  changed  in  1989  with  the  falling  of  the  Berlin  Wall  and  the  formal 
dissolution  of  the  Warsaw  Pact.  President  Bush  and  his  administration  viewed  the 
changing  world  as  an  opportunity  to  implement  measured  defense  reductions.  Now 
entering  the  post -Cold  War  era.  Congress  sei/.ed  upon  the  reduced  threat  to  national 
security  and  mandated  a  reduction  and  reshaping  of  military  forces.  As  a  result,  DOD 
initialed  planning  to  decrease  the  U.S.  military  by  approximately  25  percent  over  the  next 
five  years.  DOD  and  the  Congress  both  acknow  ledged  the  fact  that  fewer  forces  would 
require  fewer  bases,  which  generated  another  BRAC  round  to  harvest  and  reallocate 
potential  savings  towards  other  vital  military  needs. '* 

The  1991  Commission  process  to  submit  its  recommendations  differed  from  the 
previous  1989  Commission  on  how  the  results  and  recommendations  were  submitted. 

The  1991  Commission  was  to  make  independent  recommendations  to  the  President  based 
on  its  review  of  the  SECDEF's  proposal  to  close  and  realign  bases.  The  1989  DOL) 
Commission,  on  the  other  hand,  developed  its  own  list  of  proposed  closures  and 
presented  them  to  the  SECDEF  and  Congress. 


'•  U.S.  Government  Accounting  Office.  Military  Bases:  Observations  on  the  Analysis  Supporting 
Proposed  Closures  and  Realignments  GA( )/NSIAD-9 1  -224.  by  Charles  A.  Buwsher.  \ . 
http  .'/\v\v\\  dclensi  j  -  bi.c  h  .  I  I  g.io.pdl  (accessed  January  22.  2012 1. 
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With  some  minimum  differences,  BRAC  1991  was  executed  within  the  same 


statutory  requirements  developed  for  the  1989  BRAC  Commission.  Additionally,  the 
1991  BRAC  round  focused  on  cost,  military  value  and  mission  support  (see  FIGURE  6). 
Mission  support  is  the  logistical  and  infrastructure  support  in  conjunction  with 
installation  management  that  contributes  to  overall  mission  readiness. 

BRAC  1991 


FIGURE  6 

The  force  structure  plan,  eight  selection  criteria  and  public  comment  input  did  not 
change.  What  changed  was  the  Commission  introducing  legislative  initiatives  that  called 
for  the  BRAC  process  execution  in  1991  and  repeated  in  1993  and  1995. 

Unlike  the  1989  BRAC  round,  the  1991  BRAC  Commissions'  recommendations 
had  a  significant  impact  resulting  from  an  open  process  that  solicited  testimony  and  input 
from  the  communities  and  congressional  leaders.  This  shielded  the  Commission  from 
being  accused  of  favoritism  or  politics.  All  meetings,  transcripts,  and  data  collection 
during  site  visits  were  open  to  the  public  for  review.  In  order  for  the  Commission  to  gain 


firsthand  knowledge  and  validate  its  commitment  to  the  public,  at  least  one 
Commissioner  visited  the  communities  that  would  he  impacted  by  a  recommendation  to 
close  or  realign  a  major  facility.  The  Commission  capitalized  on  these  public  sessions, 
encouraging  communities  to  synchronize  their  thoughts,  efforts  and  initiatives  to 
overcome  the  potential  hardships  caused  by  base  closures.  Based  on  the  Commission's 
review  and  input  from  the  affected  communities.  Secretary  ol  Defense  Cheney 
recommended  26  bases  to  the  President  lor  closure,  and  another  49  bases  lor  realignment. 
The  five  year  estimated  savings  equaled  $2.3  billion  after  a  one-time  cost  of  S4. 1  billion. 
An  additional  savings  of  SI  .5  billion  annually  was  estimated  after  I997.1 

GAO  Assessment 

The  GAO  was  again  instrumental  in  the  process  and  participated  by  providing 
field  staff  to  assist  the  Commission  during  its  internal  review  of  the  data.  As  reported 
during  the  1989  BRAC.  GAO  noted  that  the  overall  lesson  learned  from  BRAC  1991 
included  the  need  for  sufficient  time  to  collect,  analyze,  and  verify  data  and  adequate 
management  controls  over  those  task.  Additionally.  GAO  concurred  that  a  reduced 
military  force  structure  requires  military  installations  to  be  closed.  GAO  agreed  that  the 
BRAC  1 99 1  submittal  of  26  bases  for  closure  and  49  for  realignment  represented  a  solid 
plan  for  execution  over  a  six-year  period.  GAO  concluded  that  both  the  U.S.  Army  and 
U.S.  Air  Force  documented  execution  procedures  in  compliance  with  DOD  Force 
Structure  Plan  and  the  four  military  value  criteria.  GAO  generally  agreed  with  the  U.S. 


'  U.S.  Government  Accounting  ( Iffice.  Military  Bases:  ( Ihscrvations  on  the  Analysis  Supporting 
Proposed  Closures  and  Realignments  GAO/NS1AD  '9  224.  by  Charles  A.  Bovvsher.  1 4. 
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Army  and  U.S.  Air  Force  implementation.  The  differences  that  existed  within  the  way 
they  executed  and  used  their  quantifiable  attributes  to  compare  installations  were  not 
significant.  GAO  was  not  able  to  evaluate  the  U.S.  Navy  process  because  of  insufficient 
supporting  documentation,  which  resulted  in  the  GAO  developing  an  alternate  means  of 
assessment.  1  hey  assessed  the  Navy  berthing  ship  requirements  and  capacity  in 
comparison  to  the  Force  Structure  Plan.  GAO  discovered  that  significant  excess  berthing 
capacity  would  remain  if  the  Navy  only  closed  the  recommended  facilities.  As  the  report 
stated.  "GAO  found  that  changes  have  occurred  in  the  strategic  homeporting  concept, 
which  when  combined  w  ith  excess  available  pier  space  for  berthing  ships,  supports  the 
recommendation  tor  fewer  Navy  bases."1 1  As  differences  in  functions  and  composition 
of  each  Service  exist.  GAO  was  concerned  that  the  Commission  did  not  establish  a 
standard  for  costing  estimates  and  cost  factors.  Services  cost  estimates  varied.  The 
variation  between  estimates  hindered  the  ability  to  accurately  prepare  for  recovering 
closing  costs  and  the  length  of  the  projected  payback  period,  which  skewed  an  increase  in 
one-time  cost  as  much  as  50  and  100  percent.  Because  of  the  differences  and  on  the 
contrary,  the  payback  period  did  not  substantially  increase. 

The  GAO  assessed  that  much  of  the  U.S.  Army's  success  was  a  result  of  their 
establishment  ot  the  Total  Army  Basing  Study  group.  This  group  w;as  responsible  for 
developing  the  Army’s  tw’o-phased  approach  to  evaluate  potential  bases  for  closure  and 
realignments.  Phase  one,  which  also  involved  the  Army  Audit  Agency,  categorized  all  its 
installations  by  major  mission  categories  and  then  evaluated  their  military  value  in 

1 1  U.S,  Government  Accounting  Office,  Military  Bases:  Observations  on  the  Analysis  Supporting 
Proposed  Closures  and  Realignments  ( i.A(  )/NSI AD-d  I  -224.  by  Charles  A.  Bowsher.  22. 
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quantitative  terms  and  analysis.  Phase  two  was  a  more  quantitative  and  comprehensive 
approach  that  included  results  from  phase  one.  the  command  plan,  and  the  Force 
Structure  Plan.  In  addition,  phase  two  included  the  preliminary  estimates  lor  determining 
the  required  economic  payback,  as  well  as  socioeconomic  and  environmental  impacts  on 
local  communities.  GAO  concluded  that  the  Army  process  was  aligned  with  Army  Audit 
Agency  and  well  documented  to  facilitate  a  proper  evaluation  by  GAO.1 

While  the  Air  Force  process  differed  slightly  from  the  Army's  process  in  that  the 
Air  Force  treated  all  bases  equally  regardless  of  function,  the  process  was  rational  and 
adequately  supported  by  documentation.  Like  the  U.S.  Army,  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
established  the  Air  Force  Base  Closure  Fxcculive  Group,  which  was  supported  by  a 
working  group,  to  assist  in  their  assessment  to  determine  potential  bases  lor  closure  and 
realignments.  GAO  noted  that  the  basis  for  the  Air  Force's  approach  was  consistent  with 
the  Army  and  utilized  the  approved  DOD  selection  criteria  and  Force  Structure  Plan. 

The  GAO  reported  that  the  U.S.  Navy's  documentation  lacked  sufficient  detail 
due  to  not  establishing  internal  controls  that  would  have  ensured  the  accuracy  ol  the 
required  data  to  determine  base  closing.  GAO  further  determined  the  inadequacy  and 
lack  of  proper  paperwork  hindered  their  ability  to  evaluate  the  relative  military  value  ol 
the  bases  considered.  Although  the  U.S.  Navy,  like  the  Army  and  Air  Force,  organized 
an  internal  oversight  committee,  its  Base  Structure  Committee  with  working  groups  was 
found  to  be  inefficient.  GAO  contributed  the  lack  of  sufficient  documentation  to  senior 
Navy  leadership's  approach,  which  was  biased  in  favor  of  keeping  bases  open  as  opposed 
to  closure  and  realignment.  GAO's  final  comment  pertaining  to  the  Navy  was  that  "the 
ship  berthing  capacity  studies  found  that  there  would  be  significant  excess  space  beyond 


what  the  Committee  calculated,  even  if  the  bases  recommended  for  closure  were 
included."1'’ 

CiAO  acknowledged  that  the  revised  COBRA  Model  was  not  properly  used  by  the 
Services.  The  model  was  designed  as  an  analytical  tool  used  to  calculate  the  costs, 
savings,  and  return  on  investment.  Because  differences  in  functions  and  composition  of 
each  Service  exist.  GAO  was  concerned  that  the  Commission  had  not  established  a 
standard  for  costing  estimates  and  cost  factors,  and  therefore  the  Services'  cost  estimates 
varied.  The  variation  between  estimates  hindered  the  accuracy  of  predicted  closing  costs 
and  the  projected  length  of  the  payback  period.  This  caused  an  increase  in  one-time  cost 
by  as  much  as  50  to  100  percent.  In  many  cases,  the  Services  input  inaccurate  data  and 
their  cost  estimating  process  ignored  the  cost  of  Medicare  to  the  federal  government. 
GAO  noted  that  lack  of  DOL)  oversight  allowed  the  individual  Services  to  approach 
common  problems  differently.  Because  DOD  did  not  require  the  Services  to  submit 
estimates  expressed  in  fiscal  year  1991  dollars  as  their  baseline,  both  costing  and  savings 
estimates  reflected  errors.  The  costing  and  savings  errors  caused  the  payback 
calculations  to  also  have  errors  that  would  affect  the  overall  estimated  annual  savings  and 
possibly  lengthen  the  payback  period  for  bases  considered  for  realignment  and  closure.1 

GAO  Recommendation 

GAO  final  recommendation  for  BRAC  1991  was  to  require  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  to  resubmit  a  comprehensive  detailed  report  to  the  BRAC  Commission  describing 
their  methodology  for  comparing  bases  and  the  process  utilized  to  develop  closure  and 
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realignment  recommendations.  GAO  suspected  that  after  the  Commission  looked  at  the 
Navy’s  updated  comprehensive  report,  that  excess  space  for  ships  berths  would  generate 
a  reduced  requirement.  GAO  also  recommended,  for  future  BRAG  closures  and 
realignment  reviews,  the  Services  adhere  to  established  procedures  and  practices.  In 
conclusion.  GAO  recommended  that  the  Commission  adopt  its  GAO  Sensitivity  Analysis 
Model  when  considering  cost  and  savings  estimates  for  future  BRAC  recommendations. 
The  GAO  Sensitivity  Analysis  Model  has  twelve  steps:  ( I )  Define  the  estimate's  purpose. 
(2)  Develop  an  estimating  plan.  (3)  Define  the  Project  ( or  Program)  characteristics.  (4) 
Determine  the  estimated  work  breakdown  structure.  (?)  Identify  ground  rules  and 
assumptions,  (b)  Obtain  data,  (7)  Develop  a  point  estimate  and  compare  to  an 
independent  cost  estimate.  (K)  Conduct  sensitivity  analysis.  (9)  Conduct  risk  and 
uncertainty  analysis,  ( 10)  Document  the  estimate.  (II)  Present  the  estimate  for 
management  approval,  and  (12)  Update  the  estimate  to  reflect  actual  costs  and  changes. 
Per  GAO,  estimates  should  satisfy  four  characteristics  as  established  by  industry  best 

I  X 

practices — they  should  be  credible,  well  documented,  accurate  and  comprehensive. 

The  subsequent  section  w  ill  discuss  BRAC  1993.  the  second  of  three  rounds  w  ith 
an  emphasis  on  maintenance  consolidation  and  potential  possibilities  to  garner  additional 
potential  savings. 

BRAC  1993 

BRAC  1993  was  the  second  of  three  rounds  directed  by  President  George  Bush 
and  governed  by  the  Defense  Base  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990.  I  he  execution  of 
BRAC  1993  was  similar  in  execution  to  BRAC  1991  and  recommendations  were  based 

"  U.S.  Department  of  Energy.  Office  of  Information  Resources.  Directives.  Delegations,  and 
Requirements.  2.  imp*  dii ccin >  1  <  (accessed  January  23.2012). 


on  our  national  goals  of  maintaining  military  effectiveness,  drawing  down  the  force, 
reducing  the  deficit,  and  reinvesting  in  America.  The  1993  BRAC  round  focused  on  cost, 
military  value,  mission  support  and  maintenance  consolidation  (see  Figure  7). 


BRAC  1993 


FIGURE  7 

Maintenance  consolidation  is  defined  as  consolidating  supply,  storage,  and  distribution 
functions.* 1  The  Commission  approached  BRAC  1993  similar  to  how  a  major 
corporation  downsizes  by  focusing  on  reductions  in  infrastructure,  personnel,  and 
overhead  cost.  The  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  established  guidance  for 
determining  base  closures  and  realignments  and  then  depended  on  military  departments 
and  defense  agencies  to  make  the  initial  base  recommendation.2"  The  policy  had  five 
realistic  characteristics:  ( I )  save  money  that  would  normally  go  to  excessive  overhead 


''  U.S.  Government  Accounting  Office.  Military  Base  and  Realignments  Closures:  L)OL)  Needs  to 
Update  Savings  Estimates  and  Coninue  to  Address  Challenges  in  Consolidating  Supply-Related  Functions 
at  Depot  Maintenance  Locations.  GAO  09-703.  by  Brian  .1  Lapore.  hltp://\m  w .eao.aox/pi oducls/GAQ-09 
7<u  (accessed  May  29. 2012):. 

1  U.S.  Government  Accounting  Office,  Military  Bases:  Analysis  of  DOD's  Recommendation  and 
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cost,  (2)  support  military  effectiveness  by  reducing  competition  for  fewer  resources.  (3) 
maintain  fairness  and  objectivity.  (4)  assess  overseas  bases  more  aggressive  than  bases  at 
home,  and  (5)  be  supportive  of  the  investment  necessary  to  foster  economic  growth.  1 
Previous  BRAC  rounds  focused  on  CONUS  recommendations  for  base  realignment  and 
closures.  In  BRAC  1993.  however,  LX)L)  announced  overseas  troop  reductions  that 
cleared  the  way  for  considerations  of  OCONL'S  locations  by  the  commission.  DOD‘s 
base  spending  would  also  decline  dramatically  as  it  reduced  the  replacement  value  by  35- 
40r/f  of  base  infrastructure. 

During  BRAC  1993.  DOD  recognized  that  timing  was  the  key  factor  affecting  the 
community  economic  impact  assessment  during  BRAC  1991.  DOD  determined  that  it 
could  help  economic  growth  by  supporting  the  private  sector  reuse  of  base  facilities  and 
real  estate.  To  alleviate  the  problem  during  BRAC  1993.  DOD  developed  a  viable  reuse 
strategy.  The  goals  ol  this  strategy  were  to  close  bases  and  make  them  available  for  reuse 
quicker,  promote  reuse  opportunities  in  conjunction  with  community  efforts,  and  refocus 
the  trade-offs  between  DOD  needs  and  local  community  needs.  Besides  Federal 
assistance  programs  that  provided  grants  for  adversely  affected  communities,  the 
SECDEF  was  given  additional  authority  by  law  to  determine  the  disposition  of  land  and 

*V> 

whether  to  sell  or  give  it  away,  and  to  whom  it  should  go." 

DOD  continued  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  env  ironmental  cleanup  as  not 
being  a  barrier,  but  as  a  part  economic  recovery.  Although  DOD  contributed  internal 
resources,  additional  funding  from  Congress  and  help  from  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  were  required  to  achieve  and  sustain  a  desired  level  of  env  ironmental  restoration. 

1  U  S  Department  <if  Defense.  Rase  Closure  tintl  Rcali^iwuiiiRcpon,  March  IWJ.I. 
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In  coordination  with  other  Cabinet  agencies,  DOD  created  a  community  economic 
redevelopment  fund  to  assist  communities  affected  the  most.  This  generated  funds  by 
setting  aside  a  portion  of  the  net  savings  garnered  by  the  base  realignments  and  closures. 

The  Commission  submitted  two  additional  points  for  DOD  to  review,  examine, 
and  consider  for  future  BRAC  rounds.  First,  the  Commission  reasoned  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  for  it  to  review  maintenance  depots  and  all  potential  inter-service 
possibilities.  Secondly,  there  was  not  sufficient  lime  for  the  Commission  to  review 
installations  that  hosted  nondefense  government  activities  and  the  full  net  impact  for 
those  activities.2 1 

Based  on  the  Commission's  review  and  analysis  of  DODs  recommendation,  the 
Commission  recommended  to  the  President  that  130  bases  be  closed  and  45  bases  be 
realigned.  The  net  sav  ings  projected  for  FY  1994-90  was  approximately  S7.43  billion. 
The  estimated  annual  savings  for  the  next  twenty  years  was  $2.33  billion  annually.24 


Ibid. 
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GAO  Assessment 


GAO  overall  assessed  the  BRAG  1993  process  as  generally  sound.  However,  the 
recommendations  and  selection  process  were  not  without  problems.  In  some  instances. 
GAO  noted  that  some  sav  ings  were  overstated,  hut  still  substantial.  Although  the  OSL) 
plan  provided  guidance.  GAO  reported  that  OSD  was  not  actively  involved  and  lacked 
sufficient  oversight  during  the  overall  process  for  evaluating  BRAG  1993 
recommendations.  Unlike  previous  BRAG  rounds,  the  Services  were  directed  by  DOD  to 
look  internally  for  excess  depot  maintenance  capacity  and  look  for  opportunities  for  joint 
depot  maintenance.  Unfortunately,  a^  noted  by  GAO.  OSD  missed  the  opportunity  to 
consolidate  and  close  excess  depot  maintenance  facilities  due  to  a  lack  of  sufficient 
leadership  and  increasing  Service  parochialism.  Another  failed  opportunity  occurred 
because  DOD  did  not  review  cost  model  outputs  leaving  several  DOD  components  to 
overstate  its  savings  estimates  significantly.  Similarly.  DOD  subjectively  approached 
and  assessed  the  cumulative  economic  impact,  as  opposed  to  establishing  an  observed, 
measurable  standard. 

GAO's  assessed  the  Navy's  selection  process  as  being  generally  good  based  on 
identifying  and  reducing  excess  capacity  in  regards  to  their  bases,  shipyards  and  air 
stations,  while  considering  military  value.  Although  the  Naval  Audit  Service  validated 
the  Navy's  process,  the  process  established  and  accepted  certain  assumptions,  therefore 
some  opportunities  and  savings  were  missed  because  they  did  not  take  into  account 
alternate  solutions  for  bases  not  considered  for  realignment  or  closure.  In  another 
instance,  the  Navy  documented  a  base's  military  value  as  medium,  but  later 
recommended  it  for  closure  because  of  incorrectly  grouping  it  with  lower  military  value 


31) 


bases.  GAO  concluded  that  the  Army's  proposals  were  validated  properly  by  the  Army 
Audit  Agency  and  well  documented.  Shortcomings  for  the  Army  entailed  making  some 
recommendations  based  on  the  projected  environmental  cleanup  cost.  GAO  noted  that 
regardless  of  the  environmental  cleanup  cost.  DOD  was  responsible  for  the  cost  when  a 
base  was  considered  for  realignment,  closure  or  to  remain  in  its  original  configuration. 
The  Air  Force  proposal  lacked  clarity  and  sound  documentation  in  certain  categories 
during  the  final  stages  of  selection  recommendations.2^ 

GAO  noted  that  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  (DLA)  recommended  realignment 
and  closures  based  on  cost  as  opposed  to  military  value.  Although  DLA  documentation 
was  found  to  be  in  good  order,  some  errors  were  made  in  applying  the  DOD  cost  and 
savings  model  that  resulted  in  overstated  savings.  GAO  found  the  Defense  Information 
Systems  Agency  (DISA)  documentation  to  be  in  good  order  and  u'ell  documented.  DISA 
benefited  from  DOD  corrections  to  the  data  accuracy  problems  which  enabled  them  to 
validate  recommendations.26 


GAO  Recommendation 


GAO  final  comments  found  that  although  DOD  had  made  improvements  to  its 
cost  modeling  process,  opportunities  for  additional  improvements  existed.  As  the  GAO 
report  stated: 

In  addition.  DOD  has  not  validated  the  accuracy  of  the  basic  formulas  that 
are  used  in  the  model.  GAO’s  revised  estimate  of  the  savings  shows  a 
reduction  of  about  $940  million  from  DOD’s  $12.8  billion  savings 
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estimate  for  the  major  bases  for  the  20-year  return-on-investment  period. 

GAO's  estimate  did  not  include  any  government  wide  cost  implications.' 

Although  recommended  in  the  past  to  consider  other  worldw  ide  governmental  agencies 
that  influenced  cost  implications.  DOD  continued  to  limit  costs  and  savings  solely  within 
DOD.  GAO  also  recommended  that  the  SECDEE  consider  implementing  five  actions  to 
improve  future  DOD  processes  when  considering  base  realignments  and  closures.  The 
five  processes  were:  ( 1 )  improve  OSD's  oversight  of  the  process:  (2)  establish 
procedures  and  milestones  for  considering  the  closure  and  realignments  ol  similar 
military  Service  activities:  (3)  develop  a  supportable  standard  for  measuring  cumulative 
economic  impact:  (4)  improve  data  documentation  and  accuracy:  and  (5)  include 
government  w  ide  cost  implications  of  closure  and  realignment  decisions.  Besides  the 
recommendations  for  SECDEE.  GAO  recommended  the  BRAC’  Commission  consider 
analyzing  Navy  recommendations  where  the  base  recommended  for  closure  had  a  higher 
rated  military  value  than  ones  recommended  to  remain  open.  In  addition.  GAO 
recommended  that  the  Commission  request  supporting  information  from  the  Air  Force  in 
those  cases  where  data  does  not  align  and  adequately  explain  base  category  rating.  GAO 
acknowledge  that  although  the  Army's  process  and  procures  were  well  documented,  the 
Commission  should  review  the  Army's  list  of  bases  recommended  for  closure.  Per 
GAO's  request.  DOD  did  not  submit  official  comments,  but  received  informal  feedback 

•  hi 

front  GAO  commenting  on  its  findings,  conclusions  and  recommendations. 
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The  succeeding  section  will  discuss  BRAC  1995.  the  final  of  three  rounds 
directed  by  President  George  Bush  with  a  discussion  on  cross  service  function  and 
potential  for  future  savings. 

BRAC  1995 

BRAC  1995  is  the  last  of  the  three  biennial  reviews  directed  by  President  George 
Bush  and  governed  by  the  Defense  Base  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990.  BRAC  1995  also 
included  matters  for  Congress  to  consider  regarding  continuing  legislature  to  authorize 
further  Commission  reviews  and  authorize  changes,  as  needed,  to  prior  decisions.  The 
execution  ol  BRAC  1995  was  similar  in  execution  to  BRAC  1991  and  1993: 
recommendations  were  based  on  supporting  the  national  goals  of  maintaining  military 
effectiveness,  drawing  down  the  force,  reducing  the  deficit,  and  reinvesting  in  America. 
The  1995  BRAC  round  focused  on  cost,  military  value,  mission  support,  maintenance 
consolidation  and  the  cross-service  use  of  common  support  services.'0  The  cross  service 
function  focus  involved  people  from  all  levels  of  the  organization  with  different 
functional  expertise  working  toward  a  common  goal  of  greater  efficiency  in  the  delivery 
of  common  support  services  (see  Figure  8). 


1  U.S.  Deparimenl  of  Defense.  Headquarters  and  Support  Activities  Joint  Cross-Service  Croup, 
Summary  of  Selection  Process.  http:/Av\vw. defense. cov /hi  ac/pdl/pi2  07  hsao.pdf,  (accessed  March  9. 
2012):  The  Secretary  of  Defense  established  the  Headquarters  and  Support  Aem  ities  Joint  Cross-Service 
Croup  (HSA  JCSCi)  to  address  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  implications  for  common  business- 
related  functions  and  processes  across  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Military  Departments,  and  Defense 
agencies.  The  JCSG  had  no  counterpart  in  previous  BRAC  rounds  and  therefore  was  charged  with  defining 
appropriate  functions  and  sub-functions  for  analysis.  The  JCSG  had  six  members  representing  the  four 
services.  OSD.  and  the  Joint  Staff.  To  focus  its  analyses,  the  HSA  JCSG  formed  three  subgroups:  the 
Geographic  Clusters  and  Functional  (GC&F)  Subgroup  (Air  Force  lead),  the  Mobilization  Subgroup 
(Marine  Corps  lead)  and  the  Major  Administration  and  Headquarters  (MAH)  Subgroup  (Navy  lead).  The 
Army  member  chaired  the  JCSG. 


BRAC  1995 


iHiiki:  s 

Beyond  a  more  budget  exercise,  the  BRAC  1995  Commission's  approach  included 
recommendations  to  reduce  the  nation's  defense  infrastructure  while  simultaneously 
maintaining  opportunities  for  long-term  military  readiness.  BRAC  1995  also  included 
recommendations  from  previous  BRAC  rounds  to  use  certified  data  that  was  accurate  and 
complete  to  overcome  concerns  about  the  consistency  and  reliability.  In  addition,  the 
Commission  focused  on  improving  the  Federal  government's  performance  in  the  area  ol 
conversion  and  reuse  of  military  installations. 

Based  on  previous  experience  and  results.  DOD  directed  the  BRAC  1995 
Commission  to  explore  opportunities  during  the  recommendation  phase  for  cross-service 
use  of  common  support  services.  Common  support  services  areas  to  be  considered  were 
depot  maintenance,  laboratories,  lest  and  evaluation  facilities,  undergraduate  pilot 
training,  and  medical  treatment  facilities.  The  Commission  designated  and  chartered  the 
Joint  Cross  Serv  ice  Group  (JCSG)  to  analyze  and  assess  DOD  s  potential  for  shared 


it 


services.  The  JCSG  assessed  and  made  recommendations  to  the  service  for  consideration 


based  on  military  value,  functional  value  and  infrastructure  capacity.  The  services 
considered  the  recommendations  in  whole  by  implementing  and  modifying  some  and 
declining  others  because  of  a  unique  military  value  of  a  base  and  Service.  In  general,  the 
JCSG  was  overall  successful.'1 

The  JCSG  reduced  excess  capacity  and  made  recommendations  for  cross¬ 
servicing  in  the  future.  Additionally,  the  JCSG  identified  and  determined  where  joint  or 
collocated  functions  made  functional  and  economic  sense.  In  general,  the 
Commission's  process,  in  conjunction  with  the  eight  selection  criteria  developed  by  DOD 
in  1991.  remained  unchanged.  Additionally,  the  Commission  summaries  of 
recommendations  were  provided  in  a  different  format  from  previous  submittals  with 
paragraphs  entitled  "Secretary  of  Defense  Recommendations."  “Secretary  of  Defense 
Justification."  and  "Community  Concerns."  Besides  projected  savings  recommended  by 
the  JCSG.  the  Services  and  DLA  executed  strategies  that  included  closing  major  depots 
and/or  shipyards.  The  unique  and  complex  logistical  facilities  of  the  Air  Force  offered 
significant,  additional  savings  by  removing  five  air  logistics  centers  and  consolidating 
sites  for  DLA  storage  activities. 

Based  on  the  Commission's  review  and  analysis,  the  Commission  recommended 
to  the  President  that  DOD  close  or  realign  132  bases  in  the  United  States.  The  net 
savings  projected  for  FY  1996-2001  was  approximately  $7.43  billion.  The  projected  net 
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savings  over  ihe  next  twenty  years  was  approximately  SI 8.4  billion,  with  an  annual 
savings  of  SI. 8  billion  once  implemented.  BRAC  1995  and  the  lour  prev  iously  approved 
BRACT  programs  closed  and  realigned  70  major  bases  and  several  hundred  smaller 
facilities.  DOD  infrastructure  was  reduced  by  approximately  twenty-one  percent 
(measured  by  replacement  value).  This  produced  about  8b. 0  billion  in  annual  savings 
with  a  twenty  year  projected  total  savings  of  S57  billion. 

GAO  Assessment 

GAO  noted  that  during  BRAG  1995  L)OI)  improved  their  cost  and  savings 
process.  Although  the  process  was  generally  sound,  as  DOD  underwent  substantial 
downsizing  in  funding,  personnel,  and  force  structure,  commensurate  infrastructure 
reductions  were  not  achieved.  Despite  some  progress  in  reducing  excess  infrastructure,  it 
was  generally  recognized  that  much  excess  capacity  would  remain  after  the  1995  BRAG 
round.  I  he  military  components  and  JC.SG  concurred  with  GAO  that  the  BRAG  1995 
analysis  should  have  identified  more  excess  capacity  than  what  SfCDIT  recommended. 

GAO  identified  a  number  of  concerns  about  the  process  that  needed  to  be 
addressed  by  Congress  and  the  Commission  to  better  facilitate  future  BRAC  rounds.  The 
attempt  by  DOD  to  reduce  excess  capacity  by  consolidating  cross-service  depot 
maintenance  functions  and  laboratory  facilities  was  limited  by  the  serv  ice  agreements 
between  two  or  more  Services.  The  Scrv  ices  reduced  infrastructure,  hut  gained  little 
through  the  concept  of  cross-servicing.  GAO  noted  that  the  DOD  initiative  to  establish 
the  CSJG  was  sound  and  some  infrastructure  in  common  support  areas  like  hospitals  and 
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training  facilities  were  consolidated.  Other  similar  work  opportunities  between  two  or 
more  Services  were  not  realized.  GAO  described  the  CSJG  focus  as  being  too  narrow 
and  lacking  the  appropriate  level  of  guidance  and  leadership  to  execute  and  garner  the 
savings  anticipated  by  the  Cross-serving  strategy.11 

GAO  found  the  Services  processes  were  generally  sound,  however  each  had 
issues.  In  particular,  while  the  Air  Force's  process  improved,  concerns  centered  on  its 
processes  being  largely  subjective  ami  not  sufficiently  documented.  As  a  result,  the 
insufficient  documentation  of  the  Air  Force's  process  caused  GAO  to  question  its 
recommendations  resulting  in  changes  to  preliminary  base  closing  estimates.  Later  in  the 
process,  as  a  suggestion  by  the  CSJG.  the  Air  Force  relooked  at  some  of  its  cross-service 
recommendations  and  found  that  the  closing  costs  were  much  lower.  Without  input  from 
the  CSJG.  the  Air  Force  would  have  missed  an  opportunity  to  reduce  excess  capacity  and 
produce  savings. '  In  another  instance,  GAO  noted  and  commented  that  during  the 
process,  the  Air  Force  recognized  that  it  had  excess  capacity  within  its  five  maintenance 
depots  and  initially  recommend  closing  two.  but  decided  later  to  realign  the  workload  and 
continue  to  operate  all  five  facilities.  This  was  a  result  of  the  Air  Force  prematurely 
submitting  recommendations  based  on  incomplete  data.  Ultimately,  their  recommended 

inputs  were  not  cost  effective  and  did  not  solve  the  problem  of  excess  depot  maintenance 

..  vs 
capacity. 

Regarding  the  Navy.  GAO  noted  that  the  Navy  did  not  consistently  apply  the 
DOD  selection  criteria,  particularly  when  recommending  exclusion  for  certain  facilities 
closure  or  realignment  because  of  the  potential  economic  impact.  The  exclusion  of 
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certain  facilities  was  based  on  concern  about  the  loss  of  civilian  positions  during  the  three 
previous  BRAC  rounds  and  its  cumulative  effect/ 

Regarding  the  Arms.  GAO  noted  that  the  Army  did  not  always  adhere  to  its 
process  to  assess  and  recommend  installations  in  accordance  with  the  DOD  selection 
criterion  of  military  value.  For  instance.  GAO  noted  that  the  Army  yielded  to  the  major 
commands  and  senior  Army  leadership  for  recommendations  when  deciding  what 
facilities  were  excess  and  of  low  military  value.  Again,  when  determining  the  lease 
facility  recommendation,  the  Army  relied  on  its  stationing  strategy  and  its  guidance  to 
reduce  leases.  In  another  instance,  the  Army  reversed  a  pre\  ious  decision  made  during 
BRAG  1993  to  consolidate  all  tactical  missile  maintenance  at  one  location  Letlerkenny 
Army  Depot.  Then  during  the  BRAC  1995  recommendation  process,  the  Army 
recommended  the  workload  be  split  amongst  l.elierkenny  Army  Depot.  Tobyhanna  Army 
Depot  and  Anniston  Army  Depot.  The  recommendation  was  counter  to  the  previous 
recommendation  to  consolidate  like  functions  and  maintenance.  GAO  concluded  that 
although  the  Army  considered  additional  facilities  for  closure  and  realignment,  it 
ultimately  rejected  them  due  to  operational  and  cost  considerations.  ' 

GAO  Recommendation 

GAO  concluded  that  after  implementation.  DOD's  plan  to  reduce  domestic  bases 
by  15  percent  or  an  amount  at  least  equal  to  the  three  previous  base  closure  rounds  would 
fall  short.  Because  of  the  previously  mentioned  shortcomings  insufficient 
documentation,  tin  validated  costing  assumptions,  and  not  fully  adhering  to  the  approved 


DOL)  selection  criterion  -  DOD's  1995  recommended  list  of  base  closures  and 
realignments  was  projected  to  reduce  infrastructure  by  only  7  percent.'1  The  SECDEF 
acknowledged  the  shortfall  and  staled  that  additional  BRAC  rounds  would  be  required  to 
further  reduce  excess  infrastructure  suggesting  the  need  for  additional  BRAC  rounds  in  3 
to  4  years.  As  a  result  the  I'.S.  National  Security  Strategy  addressing  challenges  posed 
by  international  terrorism,  the  proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction,  ungoverned 
areas,  rogue  stales,  and  non-stale  actors,  the  next  BRAC  round  did  not  happen  until 
2005. 40 

Both  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
supported  DOD's  view  that  the  four  previous  BRAC  rounds  had  proved,  thus  far,  to 
produce  a  net  savings  of  approximately  S 1 6.7  billion  and  the  successful  elimination  of 
approximately  20  percent  of  DOD’s  infrastructure  capacity  that  was  identified  as  excess. 
"DOD  has  also  reported  that  the  recurring  savings  beyond  2001  are  approximately  $6.6 
billion  annually."41 

The  final  section  of  this  chapter  will  discuss  BRAC  2005  and  an  emphasis  on 
joinlness.  Jointness  is  described  as  cross  section  service  cooperation  in  the  military 
process  to  include  research,  procurement  and  execution. 

BRAC  2005 

In  spite  of  repeated  efforts  to  gain  congressional  authorization  for  an  additional 
BRAC  rounds,  a  decade  passed  before  DOD  conducted  its  next  BRAC  round.  Dramatic 
changes  had  occurred  in  the  global  security  environment  with  an  increase  of  international 
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terrorism,  proliferation  of  weapons  ol  mass  destruction  (WMD).  and  the  rise  ot  non-state 
actors.  DOD  reported  that  previous  BRAC  rounds  in  19X9.  1991.  1993.  and  1993  had 
saved  billions  of  dollars  on  an  annual  recurring  basis  and  reduced  its  domestic 
infrastructure  by  about  20  percent  of  its  plant  replacement  value.  DOD  also  reported  that 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  unneeded  acreage  with  associated  property  (plants  and 
facilities)  were  transferred  to  other  federal  and  non-tederal  entities. 

During  this  time,  the  national  security  environment  in  America  changed.  The 
military  base  structures  from  which  forces  were  organized,  trained,  equipped,  anil 
deployed  played  an  important  role  in  ensuring  mission  effectiveness  and  efficiency.  '  As 
Dr.  Dorothy  Robyn.  Deputy  Under  SECDF.F  (Installation  &  Environment)  stated  before 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee  Subcommittee  "in  order  lor  the  military  to  maintain 
its  preeminence,  it  must  adjust  to  new  and  evolving  threats.  It  must  be  able  to  adopt  the 
latest  technologies,  by  taking  on  new  missions  and  eliminating  old  ones,  and  by  altering 
the  number  of  troops  recruited,  trained  and  positioned  around  the  globe.”  * 

Past  BRAC  rounds  served  as  a  powerful  management  tool  for  DOD  to  align  base 
structure  with  force  structure.  As  a  means  of  counterbalancing  the  complex  conditions 
effecting  the  national  security  posture  and  environment,  the  SECDEF  and  Chairman  of 
the  Joints  Chief  of  Staff  (CJCS).  in  compliance  with  the  Infrastructure  Steering  Group 
I ISG).  initiated  the  process  by  directing  geographic  combatant  commanders  to  prepare 
draft  overseas  basing  plans  for  their  respective  areas  of  responsibility.  These  draft  plans 
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directed  by  the  CJCS  were  u  part  of  a  larger  DOD  interagency  initiative  entitled 
“Integrated  Global  Presence  and  Basing  Study”  (IGPBS).  The  goal  was  to  assess  and 
determine  requirements  for  long-term  overseas  force  projection  and  basing  needs.  In 
addition  to  the  study  determining  size,  character,  and  location  of  long-term  overseas 
forces,  it  concluded  that  some  forces  would  return  to  the  United  States  over  a  period  of 
years.  Unlike  previous  BRAC  rounds,  directly  addressing  overseas  basing  was  not 
viewed  as  a  means  for  achieving  savings,  but  was  merely  a  byproduct,  or  the  resultant,  of 
the  directed  action  or  activity. 11 

Besides  the  ICiPBS  assessment.  DOD  conducted  an  analysis  in  accordance  with 
section  2912.  of  the  BRAG  statute  2005,  to  determine  facility  inventory  and  whether  its 
excess  capacity  warranted  another  BRAC  round.  This  particular  BRAC  stature  resulted 
in  a  comprehensive  world-wide  inventory  of  military  installations  for  each  military 
department,  w  ith  specifications  as  to  the  number  and  type  of  facilities  in  the  active  and 
reserve  forces  of  each  military  department.  °  DOD  compared  the  inventory  data  for  1989 
base  loading  requirements  with  the  projected  2009  infrastructure  requirements.  The 
results  indicated  that  DOD  would  have  an  aggregate  24  percent  of  excess  capacity. 
Neither  report  included  an  assessment  to  determine  the  criticality  nor  the  relationship 
between  particular  characteristics  of  specific  bases  and  their  relative  military  value.  Two 
and  half  years  of  intense  work  by  DOD.  the  Inspector  General,  the  Service  audit  agencies 
and  GAO  certified  and  validated  the  need  for  discussion  to  determine  if  an  additional 
BRAC  round  was  warranted.  Based  on  the  preliminary  findings,  the  Secretary  certified 

"Congresssional  Research  Service.  U.S.  Military  Overseas  Basing:New  Developments  and 
Oversight  Issues  for  Congress.  hllp://w w w . fas.org/sgp/crs/nalsec/RL34 1 4 S.pd I'  (accessed  May  29,  2012). 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  Report  on  2005  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Implementation.  Volume  I.  2.  Itiip://u  u  u  .JcIcrisc.cov/hrac/docs/IccisO.s.pdf  (accessed  February  4.  2012). 
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an  additional  BRAC  round  on  March  2d.  2004. 4  The  2005  BRAC  round  focused  on 
cost,  military  value,  mission  support,  maintenance  consolidation.  cross-ser\  ice  function 
and  jointness  (see  figure  9). *  1  Seven  joint  cross-service  teams  that  included  the 
development  of  options  across  common  business-oriented  functions,  such  as  medical 
services,  supply  and  storage,  and  administrative  activities,  compared  and  evaluated 
common  services.  Jointness  also  encompassed  joint  war  fighting,  readiness  anti  training 
capabilities. 


BRAC  2005 


FICl  RE  9 

By  connecting  infrastructure  requirements  to  the  defense  strategy.  Congress 
emphasized  the  need  for  BRAC  2005  to  eliminate  excess  physical  capacity:  the 
operation,  sustainment  and  recapitalization  of  w  hich  diverts  scarce  resources  from 


U.S.  (internment  Accounting  <  mice.  Military  liases:  Analysis  of  l>< )l)\  2005  Process  and 
Recommendations  lor  Closures  and  Realignments  CA<  >-05-7X5.  by  Harry  Holman.  I. 

Imp  7t\  a \t  c.io  wpindu  !-, < .  \M  MS  •  ss  (accessed  I’ehniary  22.  20 J 2 >. 

1 1  S  (internment  Accounting  <  >lfiee.  Military  liases  Realignments  and  Closures:  Key  I -actors 
Contributing  to  BRAC  2005  Results.  CiAO- 1 2-5 1  IT.  by  Bruin  J.  I  epore.  0. 
huiv.ot  w  w  'j. ii »  1 1 1  pi > u It i., t •■, ( i  \ i  *  I  '  51  j  I  (accessed  May  2l>.  2tH  2 1. 
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defense  capability.  s  Congress  directed  two  senior  groups  to  oversee  and  operate  the 
BRAC  2005  process.  Their  goal  was  to  reconfigure  the  current  infrastructure  while 


maximizing  both  warfighling  capability  and  efficiency  (see  FIGURE  10)." 


BRAC  2005  ORGANIZATION  STRUCTURE 


FIGURE  10 

The  first  group,  the  Infrastructure  Executive  Council  (LEC).  chaired  by  the  Deputy 
Secretary  had  policymaking  and  oversight  for  BRAC.  "  The  second  group.  Infrastructure 
Steering  Group  (ISG).  was  subordinate  to  the  IEC  and  oversaw  the  joint  cross-service 
analysis  of  common  business  oriented  functions,  and  ensured  the  integration  of  that 
process  with  the  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies.  The  ISG  was  chaired  by 
the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition,  Technology  and  Logistics)  (USD 


U  S.  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Closure  anti  Realignment  Report.  Volume  I.  May  2005.  E-l. 
http://u  v\v\ .defense. iiov/hrac/pdf/Vol  I  Bart  I  1)01)  BKAC.pdf  (accessed  February  1 1.  2012). 
4"  Ibid..  14. 

"  U.S.  Army.  /  ’..S’.  Arms  Base  Realignment  anti  Closure  Division  (BRAC'D). 

Iilip://u  u  u  lk|i.la.arin\ .  mi  l/acsiin/hiacdai|.l  it  m#com  mission  u  1  s  (accessed  January  IX.  2012). 


(ATL&L))  and  was  responsible  lor  policymaking  and  oversight  of  the  entire  BRAC  2005 
process.  1  The  ISG  retained  the  authority  and  responsibility  for  developing  and 
implementing  operational  policies  and  guidance  necessary  to  conduct  the  BRAC  2005 
analysis. 

BRAC  2005  was  the  fifth  evolution  of  the  most  recent  series  of  BRAC  efforts. 
The  BRAC  2005  process:  however,  differed  in  a  number  ways  from  procedures 
established  by  previous  rounds  and  offered  opportunity  for  more  savings  due  to  excess 
capacity  and  facilities  that  exceeded  the  approved  force  structure.  The  primary  changes 
reflected  congressional  legislative  requirements  and  alterations  to  DOD  analytical 
process  designed  to  capture  a  more  cohesive  and  comprehensive  overv  ievv  of  the  DOLTs 
infrastructure  inventory.  The  following  list  summuri/es  legislature  changes: 

( 1 )  The  SFCDEF  was  required  to  provide  a  detailed  report  with 
justification  documents  regarding  the  need  for  an  additional  BRAC  round. 

(2)  The  force  structure  plan  would  be  based  on  a  20-year  threat  assessment 
as  opposed  to  the  ft-year  threat  assessment  required  during  earlier  BRAC 
rounds. 

(3)  Authority  to  proceed  during  BRAC  2005  was  contingent  upon 
SECDEF's  certification  that  additional  BRAC  implementation  was 
required  and  that  an  annual  net  savings  would  he  made  for  each  of  the 
Military  Departments  not  later  than  201 1. 

(4)  Military  value  and  other  selection  criteria  had  to  be  addressed  as 
opposed  to  the  past  execution  when  military  value  was  the  primary 
consideration  as  a  matter  of  policy  . 

(51  A  ninth  member  was  added  to  the  Commission. 

(ft)  I  he  Commission  could  add  an  installation  to  the  SECDEF  list  of 
recommended  closures  only  if:  seven  of  the  nine  members  agreed:  at  least 
two  Commissioners  had  it'  visit  the  installation:  and  SECDEF  has  fifteen 


1  l.t.S.  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Closure  anil  Reali^imieni  Re/wri.  Volume  I .  May  2005.  E- 1 . 
Imp  • 'vwvw  .ile K  dm  ^ ■  \ /hi .it  pdl/Vi  I  I  I ’.n  i  I  I )( )l  >  UK  \(  pill  (accessed  February  11.20121. 
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days  to  respond  to  as  why  it  did  not  originally  include  the  installation  as  a 
recommendation. 

(7)  The  Commission  was  required  to  invite  the  SECDEF  to  testily  in  both 
open  and  closed  hearings  it'  the  Commission  proposed  changes  to  the 
SECDEF  recommendations. 

(8)  Key  dates  were  adjusted  for  nominating  members  to  the  Defense 
BRAC  Commission. 

(9)  DOD  authorized  no-cost  conveyance  regarding  implementation  and 
reuse  of  an  installation,  but  directed  to  seek  fair  market  value,  as 
determined  by  the  SECDEF  (reduction  up  to  100  percent  of  fair  market 
value). 

(10)  The  SECDF  could  authorize  closure  through  privatization  when 
recommended  by  the  Commission  and  when  it  would  be  the  most  cost- 
effective  method  of  implementation. 

In  addition  to  the  legislative  changes.  BRAC  2005  was  the  first  BRAC  round 
focused  on  military  force  transformation  and  infrastructure  reduction.  It  was  also  the 
only  stand-alone  BRAC  round  authorized  by  Congress  as  opposed  to  the  SECDEF  and 
was  the  only  round  to  form  part  of  a  worldwide  defense  infrastructure  review.  Finally, 
BRAC  2005  was  the  first  BRAC  to  impact  the  National  Guard  significantly. 

Excess  infrastructure  was  defined  as  fragmented,  underused,  or  unused 
infrastructure  that  generated  unwarranted  and  additional  operational  maintenance  cost. 
BRAC  2005  was  designed  to  he  an  opportunity  to  garner  savings  by  consolidating  and 
sharing  like  functions,  services  and  facilities,  creating  jointness  and  joint  capabilities  as 
opposed  to  just  basic  cost  cutting.  DOD  concluded  that  selecting  the  appropriate 
organizations  from  two  or  more  Services  to  share  facilities  in  the  right  location  could 
significantly  improve  combat  effectiveness  and  reduce  overall  operating  costs.  The 
intended  result  was  a  capable  and  powerful  military  properly  aligned  and  based.  Thus 
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recognizing  joint  opportunities  to  achieve  efficiency  among  activities  was  a  key  goal 
during  the  execution  of  BRAC  2005. 

Additionally,  and  in  support  ol  the  DOD's  long-term  strategic  capabilities,  the 
.SF.CDEF  initiated  the  BRAC  2005  process  to  rationali/e  DOD’s  base  infrastructure 
within  the  United  States.'  The  process  was  designed  to  be  objective,  open,  and  fair  and 
measured  against  eight  criteria  that  were  prc\  iously  subjected  to  both  congressional 
review  and  public  comment.  The  BRAC  2005  strategic  focus  was  to  strengthen  national 
security  by  aligning  ITS.  base  structure  with  the  force  structure  needed  over  the  next  two 
decades.  The  SECDEF’s  initial  BRAC  planning  guidance  focused  on  five  key  goals:  ( I  i 
transform  the  current  and  future  force  and  its  support  systems  to  meet  new  threats;  (2) 
eliminate  excess  physical  capacity;  (3l  rationalize  the  base  infrastructure  with  the  new 
defense  strategy;  (4)  maximize  both  warfighting  capability  and  efficiency;  and  (5) 


examine  opportunities  for  joint  activities. 

In  addition,  the  SECDEF  recommended  the  following  themes  in  relation  to  tile- 
long  term  strategic  U  S.  goals: 

( 1 )  Support  force  transformation.  Through  technology  enhancements  and 
capabilities  restructuring,  transform  and  align  units  returning  from 
overseas  into  required  and  capable  training  infrastructure.  Develop 
capabilities  based  Active  and  Reserve  Army  components  by  combing 
support  functions. 

(2)  Refuse  Jon  es  to  address  new  threat,  strategy,  and  force  protection 
concerns.  To  increase  combat  power,  enhance  security,  and  promote 
efficiency,  consider  placing  dispersed  forces  and  activities  within  the  ITS. 
on  more  secure,  military  controlled  sires.  Through  consolidation  and 
rebasing  of  forces  and  services,  a  significant  savings  could  be  generated 
and  realized. 


Ibid..  3.  h.iip.://'vw\v .defense brac/pd.l  Vnl  t  Pan  I  f)Ol)  BH.\(  pill  (accessed  February  4, 
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(3)  Consolidate  business-oriented  support  functions.  In  order  to  capitalize 
on  proven  state-of-the-art  business  technologies  and  practices,  consolidate 
supply,  maintenance,  medical  functions,  and  technical  facilities,  including 
research  and  development  laboratories  to  encourage  better-focused 
investment  strategies. 

(4)  Promote  joint  and  Multi-Service  basing.  Create  and  establish  a  joint 
training  environment  for  key  administrative  functions  and  selected  training 
missions  to  include  initial  pilot  training  for  the  new  Joint  Strike  Fighter. 

(5)  Achieve  savings.  The  savings  from  restructuring  support  functions, 
reducing  the  number  of  support  personnel  and  disposing  of  unneeded  land 
and  facilities  will  almost  equal  the  total  savings  of  all  previous  BRAC 
rounds.  Restructuring  support  functions  will  generate  unprecedented 
savings.  The  savings  from  the  reduction  of  support  personnel  and  disposal 
of  land  and  facilities  are  less  predictable.  DOD  projected  that  BRAC  2005 
one-time  cost  to  the  total  net  present  value,  will  realize  two  dollars  in 
savings  for  every  dollar  in  BRAC  costs. 


In  addition  to  the  recommended  long-term  strategic  themes,  the  SECDEF 
recommended  seven  overarching  guiding  principles  for  BRAC  to  lead  the  analytical 
process  and  assist  during  the  development  of  scenarios  during  the  recommendation  and 
selection  phase: 

( 1 )  Recruit  and  Train.  DOD  must  attract,  develop,  and  retain  active, 
reserve,  civilian,  and  contractor  personnel.  Recruits  must  be  highly 
skilled,  educated  and  have  access  to  effective,  diverse,  and  supportable 
training  facilities  with  current,  expandable  and  joint  interoperability  to 
support  advances  in  technology,  doctrine  and  tactics. 

(2)  Quality  of  Life.  DOD  must  provide  a  quality  of  life  with  appropriate 
I i s  ing  standards  for  service  members,  Civilians  and  Family  members  with 
quality  workplace  that  supports  recruitment,  learning,  and  training  that 
enhances  retention. 

(3)  Organize.  In  order  for  DOD  to  meet  and  match  the  demands  of  the 
National  Military  Strategy,  its  force  structure  must  be  organized, 
equipped,  and  properly  based.  In  an  addition  to  proper  basing.  DOD 
forces  require  proper  alignment  of  headquarters  with  other  DOD 


Ibid..  4.  Inip,//\vvv\v  tL-rL-iiscguv/bML'/ptll’/Vol  I  Pari  1  DOD  BRAC  ixlt  (accessed  February  6. 
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organizations  to  achieve  effectiveness,  efficiencies  and  opportunities  for 
joint  basing. 

(4)  Equip.  DOD  needs  to  retain,  or  make  available  evaluation  capabilities 
within  the  private  sector  to  capture  research,  development,  acquisition,  test 
and  evaluation  capabilities.  By  effectively  and  efficiently  developing  and 
placing  superior  technology  in  the  hands  of  the  warfighter  and  through 
knowledge-enabled  and  net-centric  warfare,  current  and  future  threats  are 
identified  and  addressed. 

(5)  Supply.  Service,  and  Maintain.  DOD  must  be  integrated  and 
responsive  to  operational  forces,  in  order  to  demonstrate  the  ability  to 
provide  support  in  an  agile  and  responsive  global  national  industrial 
basing  environment.  Access  to  logistical  and  industrial  infrastructure 
capabilities  is  critical. 

(ft)  Deploy  &  Employ  ( Operational ).  DOD  must  be  supportive  of  power 
projection,  rapid  deployment,  and  expeditionary  force  requirements  with 
reach-back  capability;  sustain  the  capability  to  mobilize  and  surge:  and  to 
ensure  strategic  redundancy,  it  must  secure  installations  that  are  optimally 
located  for  mission  accomplishment. 

(7)  Intelligence.  DOD  must  be  able  to  provide  predictive  analyses, 
warning  of  impending  crises,  persistent  surveillance  of  our  most  critical 
targets,  and  achieve  horizontal  integration  of  networks  and  databases.  It 
must  provide  the  needed  intelligence  capabilities  to  support  the  National 
Military  Strategy.  ‘ 


In  addition  to  the  SECDEF's  recommended  themes  and  principles  for  BRAC 
2005.  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chief  of  Staff  recommended  tin  additional  five 
objectives.  The  five  objectives  were:  t  I )  better  integrate  active  and  reserve  units:  (2) 
position  and  organize  forces  to  be  able  to  act  around  the  globe:  (3)  make  the  military 
more  flexible  and  agile:  (4)  improve  cooperation  between  military  service  branches  while 
training  and  fighting:  and  (5)  convert  unneeded  capacity  into  w  arfighting  capability. 
Philip  W.  Cirone.  w  ho  w  as  Deputy  Under  Secretary  for  Defense.  Installations  & 
Environment  at  that  time  stated: 
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As  the  nation's  security  challenges  become  more  complex,  our  military 
must  become  an  increasingly  agile  and  joint  force  dominant  across  the  full 
spectrum  of  operations.  Installations  are  a  critical  component  of  capability 
and  with  the  ongoing  global  repositioning  of  forces:  they  must  continue  to 
provide  focused  capabilities  to  generate  the  required  combat  power. rS 


In  addition  to  the  SECDEF' s  recommendation  for  realigning  the  base  structure  to 
meet  post-Cold  War  force  structure,  the  SECDEF  challenged  the  respective  Services  to 
reconfigure  current  infrastructure  into  one  in  which  operational  capacity  maximized  both 
warfighting  capability  and  efficiency.  Additionally,  the  SECDEF  challenged  the  Services 
to  look  beyond  its  internal  service  boundaries  for  opportunity  for  greater  joint  activity. 
The  SECDEF  noted  that  while  unique  functions  may  have  existed,  he  insisted  there  were 
functions  common  across  the  Services.  These  functions  were  analyzed  by  categories. 
Category  one  activities,  common  business-oriented  support  functions,  were  analyzed  by  a 
joint  cross-service  that  which  reported  their  results  through  the  ISG  to  the  IEC.  The 
second  category,  service  unique  functions,  was  analyzed  by  the  Military  Departments 
who  reported  their  results  directly  to  the  IEC.  The  base  structure  and  force  structure 
realignment  set  the  conditions  for  DOD  to  establish  global  force  repositioning  through 
transformation  of  l  :.S.  forces  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the  2  F'  Century.  Besides  the  two 
categories.  DOD  developed  and  adopted  a  Business  Plan  process  that  provided  an  added 
benefit.  It  not  only  ensured  a  more  efficient  plan,  but  also  created  conditions  in  which 
potentially  problematic  issues  could  be  identified  and  resolved  prior  to  implementation. 


"  Philip  W.  drone  (DUSI)  Installations  &  l.nvironment ).  "2007  Defense  Installations  Strategic 
Plan. “  p.  4-5,  available  from  http://wuw.aeq.osq  mtl/ic/download/DISP2tH)7  t mat. phi  (accessed  April  2ft. 
2012). 


This  was  of  particular  importance  where  Commission  recommendations  resulted  in  new 
methods  of  operation  such  as  with  "Joint  Basing.” 

(i.\0  Assessment 

CiAO's  objectives  for  assessing  BRAC '  2005  were  to  (  I )  determine  if  DOD’s 
proposals  achieved  its  stated  BRAC  goals.  (2)  confirm  DOD’s  process  lor  developing 
recommendations  were  logical  and  reasoned,  and  (3)  identify  issues  with  accompanying 
recommendations.  Because  of  time  constraints,  CiAO’s  ability  to  examine  the 
implementation  details  fully  was  limited." 

DOD  had  varying  success  in  achieving  its  BRAC  2005  goals  of  reducing  excess 
infrastructure,  advancing  transformation,  and  promoting  jointness.  DOD’s  BRAC  2005 
number  of  recommendations  exceeded  all  prior  rounds  combined,  w  ith  many  of  the 
proposals  focused  on  reserve  bases  as  opposed  to  the  closing  of  active  bases.  Although 
this  was  the  largest  BRAC  round  with  equally  large  projected  sav  ings,  most  of  the 
savings  would  result  from  10  percent  of  the  recommendations.  The  estimated  overall 
upfront  cost  w  as  S24  billion  with  a  limitation  associated  w  ith  a  projected  savings  ol  550 
billion  over  a  20-vear  period.  The  majority  of  the  projected  sav  ings  did  not  come  from 
eliminating  infrastructure,  but  were  associated  with  eliminating  jobs  currently  held  by 
military  personnel.  I  he  plan  appeared  to  achieve  sav  ings  through  reducing  endstrength 


Dr.  Dorolliv  Robyn.  Statement  of  Dr.  Dorothy  Rnbsn  Dip  Undo  Si.(  DI: I  tl  A  L)  Before  tin 
I htu si  Appropriations  Committee  Subcommittee  on  Militars  Construction,  Veterans  Afffaits  tint!  Related 

Ai’encies.  2.  I.lljp:  appropi  ulirit-  nuim  eov  I  pl>  i.nl. .11  i les/t )  C i  i  ' _ Milt  uiiV  \_ 

_DeU-nsi,_liisuil].iiii>n'._aiiil_t  HMti'iiiiU’iH _ I)r._|}i)ii<l!i\_Rt'hy n _ i.ieees'eil  Apnl  2<i. 

2012). 

U.S.  Govcmnicni  ■Xteounlms;  Office.  Military  Bases:  Analysis  of  DOD’s  2005  Process  and 
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levels,  bin  DOD's  plan  entailed  reassigning  positions  to  other  areas,  which  may  enhance 
capabilities  but  also  limited  dollar  savings  available  for  other  uses/'’8 

Some  recommendations  represented  attempts  to  foster  jointness  and 
transformation,  for  example,  establishing  joint  training  for  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter. 
Progress  was  limited  because  of  a  lack  of  understanding  and  agreement  on  various 
transformation  options.  DOD  developed  77  draft  transformational  options  to  constitute  a 
minimum  analytical  framework  for  both  groups  to  utilize  throughout  the  selection 
process.  The  draft  options  were  never  formally  approved,  because  of  disagreements  and 
lack  of  acceptance  by  the  Services  and  OSD.  Although  not  approved,  the  analytical 
teams  considered  these  options  throughout  the  BRAC  recommendation  selection  process. 
The  determination  criteria  for  final  recommendation  to  the  SECDF.F  w  as  a  consolidated 
and  comprehensive  infrastructure  analysis  that  examined  a  wide  range  of  options  for 
stationing  and  supporting  forces  and  functions,  rather  than  just  reducing  capacity.  Both 
the  Military  Departments  and  the  joint  cross-service  analytical  teams  reviewed  and 
endorsed  recommendations  submitted  from  the  IF.C.  Both  the  Military  Department  and 
joint  cross-service  analytical  teams  could  consider  additional  options,  but  could  not 
modify  or  dismiss  without  approval  from  the  IEC. 

In  addition,  many  of  the  decisions  reflected  consolidations  within,  rather  than 
across  the  Services.  DOD's  process  for  conducting  its  analysis  was  logical,  well- 
documented  and  placed  strong  emphasis  on  data,  which  was  appropriately  tempered  by 
military  judgment.  The  military  Services  and  seven  joint  cross-service  groups  focused  on 
common  business-oriented  functions  and  analytical  approaches  for  respective  areas.  The 

"  Ihiil .  I.  IiMji  /«_» w .nan  LN'x/juntJiii.iv'Ci \( >-05-7X5  (accessed  February  23.  2012). 
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DOD  Inspector  General  and  serv  ice  audit  agencies  enhanced  the  data  accuracy  hy 
requiring  certified  data  inputs  and  then  cheeking  the  process.  Because  DOD 
recommended  an  unprecedented  837  closure  and  realignment  actions  across  the  country, 
binned  into  222  indiv  idual  recommendations.  GAO  focused  more  on  evaluating  major 
cross-cutting  issues  as  opposed  to  individual  recommendations." 

GAO  identified  implementation  or  operational  issues  that  warranted  further 
attention  by  the  Commission.  In  some  instances,  closure  or  realignment  action  that  was 
acknowledged  by  both  the  Service  and  joint  cross-service  group  as  having  a  potential  for 
significant  sav  mgs  was  later  either  deleted  or  substantially  rev  ised  by  senior  DOD 
leadership  during  the  latter  phases  of  the  selection  process.  Others  applied  to 
assumptions  and  inconsistencies  in  developing  certain  cost  savings  estimates,  lengthy 
payback  periods,  or  potential  impacts  on  affected  communities. 

GAO  Recommendation 

The  GAO  recommended  that  the  SHCDKF  take  appropriate  steps  to  establish  a 
means  for  tracking  and  updating  savings  estimates  concerning  individual 
recommendations,  fhey  also  recommended  DOD  place  emphasis  on  savings  related  to 
the  more  traditional  realignment  and  closure  actions  as  opposed  to  the  newly  adopted 
business  process  reengineering. 

DOD  concurred  with  GAO’s  recommendation  and  subsequently  issued 
guidance  on  BRAG  2003  Implementation  Planning  to  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military 
Departments  and  others  in  September  and  October  ol  2003.  “I  hilike  in  prior  BRAG 


rounds,  that  guidance  required  the  Military  Departments  to  submit  business  plans  that 
addressed  the  implementation  of  each  BRAC  2005  recommendation  for  which  they  had 
responsibility,  to  OSD  in  its  BRAC  oversight  role."'’1  These  plans  included  updated 
cost  and  savings  estimates  with  updates  every  six  months  submitted  to  OSD. 


ri  i 


Ibid. 
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CHAPTER  3:  JOIN  !  BASING  INITIATIVE 


In  March  of  2004.  SEC  DEI  Kuinsfclil  certified  DOD's  report  suh  milled  to 
Congress  acknowledging  the  need  lor  the  closure  or  realignment  of  additional  mil iiar> 
installations  and  that  an  additional  BRAC  round  would  create  annual  net  savings  for  each 
ol  the  military  departments.1  As  staled  earlier,  the  2005  BRAC  Act  called  for  reducing 
excess  infrastructure,  advancing  transformation,  and  promoting  joinlness.  To  obtain 
these  goals,  the  act  called  for  a  new  generation  of  multi  mission  and  multiservice  bases. 
Transformation  both  within  individual  services  and  among  services  through  joint 
initiatives  was  critical  to  supporting  the  national  security  strategy.  During  an  interview  in 
2005,  Raymond  DuBois.  Deputy  Undersecretary  of  Defense  for  Installations  and 
Environment,  said  that  BRAC  2005  was  much  bigger  than  simply  saving  money.  If  we 
were  to  approach  BR  AC  from  simply  a  basing  or  an  infrastructure  footprint  real  property 
assessment  point  of  view,  it  would  be  simplistic  and  ineffective.  We  must  approach 
BRAC  from  a  warfighting,  mission  oriented  point  of  view." 

In  order  to  execute  BRAC  2005  and  as  mentioned  in  the  prev  ions  chapter,  the 
SECDEF  organized  two  senior  groups  to  oversee  and  operate  the  BRAC  2005  process. 
The  Infrastructure  Executive  Council  t  IEC).  chaired  by  the  Dl'SD.  was  the  policy  maker 
and  oversight  body  for  the  entire  BRAC  2005  process.  The  subordinate  Infrastructure 
Steering  Group  i  ISG).  chaired  by  the  USD  t  AT&L)  oversaw  joint  cross  service  analysis 
of  common  business  oriented  functions  and  ensures  the  integration  of  that  process  with 

1  l  s.  Department  of  Defense.  Report  Rci/iiin'il  In  S< ,  ri,oi  2v/2  of  tin  Defense  Rase  ("losim  ami 
Realignment  .4 <  t  of  I  WO,  as  amemletl  through  the  Natit null  Deft  im  Authorization  \<  t  fori  ist  ol  Year  200. \ 
'  ■  e '.  o'. ■hi.u vii <  u  hinlvuC-liiMsIi  (accessed February  26. 2012) 

Government  Executive.  ''Next  Base  Closing  Round  will  aim  to  Create  Joint  f  acilities. '  I. 

lit!  p://vvvvvc.cov  exec  epntAloletweOlOJO  I /next  base  closin'-  round  will  aim  in  create  loint 
f . kiln i  L  n.s  (accessed  February  25.  2012) 
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the  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agency.  As  a  means  to  achieving  greater  joint 
activity  and  to  build  upon  prior  BRAC  analysis  that  considered  functions  on  a  service-by¬ 
service  basis.  BRAC  2005  analyzed  functions  and  common  services  across  the  services 
on  a  joint  basis.  The  Military  Departments  executed  their  duties  with  relatively  little 
change  in  relation  to  previous  BRAC  rounds.  However,  the  joint  cross-service  team, 
being  newly  organized  as  result  of  anticipated  savings  for  jointness,  offered  something 
completely  different  from  previous  BRAC  rounds. 

There  was  a  joint  cross-service  group  for  each  of  the  following  seven  functions 
(depicted  in  FIGURE  10):  Education  and  Training  (E&T),  Headquarters  and  Support 
Activities  (H&SA).  Industrial  Activities  (1ND).  Intelligence  (INTEL).  Medical  Support 
(MED)  Supply  and  Storage  (S&S).  and  Technical  (TECH).  Each  function  had  a 
chairman  empowered  to  formulate  their  own  recommendations  for  SECDEE  review.  In 
this  round  of  BRAC.  the  joint  cross-service  groups  had  established  a  greater  breadth  of 
execution  than  BRAC  1995.  As  an  example.  Philip  Cirone.  Deputy  Undersecretary  of 
Defense  for  Installations  and  Environment  said.  "So  rather  than  looking  at.  as  we  did  in 
1995.  depot  maintenance  in  this  round  of  BRAC.  we're  looking  at  all  of  the  industrial 
activities  of  the  department  on  a  joint  basis."' 

BRAC  2005  consisted  of  over  1,200  alternatives  and  after  an  exhaustive 
examination,  the  SECDEF  forwarded  222  recommendations  to  the  BRAC  Commission 
for  its  review.  In  one  key  initiative,  the  Headquarters  and  Support  Activities  Joint  Cross 
Service  Group  developed  BRAC  recommendation  #146  calling  for  consolidating  26 
separate  components  military  installations  into  12  Joint  Bases  in  order  to  reduce 

’  IS  Department  of  Defense.  News,  Grant':  HR  A  ( ’  2005  Important  for  Main  Reasons.  by 
Samantha  L.  Quigley,  ) .  lntp://www.dclcnsc.ei>v/Ncws/NcwsArticlc.aspx,.)lD=3 1444  (accessed  February  9. 
2012). 
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installations  sup  poll  cost  while  simultaneous!)  improving  services  to  the  military/  The 
joint  basing  initiative  was  an  opportunity  to  create  the  conditions  for  more  consistent  and 
effective  delivery  of  installation  support.  Joint  basing  entailed  the  consolidation  ol  two 
of  more  installations  of  different  Services  into  one  base  that  share  a  common  boundary  or 
are  close  to  each  other.  Once  services  w  ere  consolidated  to  one  base,  the  support 
functions  were  combined  and  operated  by  a  single  Service.  This  suggested  an 
opportunity  to  harvest  sav  ings  by  consolidating  and  sharing  like  functions,  services  and 
facilities,  creating  jointness  and  capabilities  as  opposed  to  a  simple  cost-cutting  exercise. 

The  DEPSECDFF.  Gordon  England,  signed  the  Joint  Easing  Initial  and 
Implementation  Guidance  (JBIG)  on  22  January  200<S  aulhori/ing  the  two  phased 
approach.  Phase  I  identified  live  Joint  Bases  that  would  reach  initial  operational 
capability  (IOC)  on  3  I  January  2000  and  full  operational  capability  (FOC)  on  1  October 
20(0.  Phase  2  identified  seven  Joint  Bases  that  would  reach  IOC  on  3  I  January  2010  and 
I  OC  on  I  October  2010. 

The  following  table  depicts  the  Joint  Basing  evolution.  I  lie  first  column 
identifies  the  installations  prior  to  joint  base  consolidation.  Hie  second  column 
represents  joint  basing  consolidation  and  the  final  column  represents  the  lead  Serv  ice 
responsible  for  prov  iding  installation  support  for  the  entire  joint  base  (depicted  in  Table 
I ).  Figure  I  I  identifies  the  actual  locations  ol  the  joint  bases. 


'Wav no  Ann.  Deputy  Uiulci  Secretary  ul  Defense.  Shin  incut  In  Ion  tin  Suln  oininillcc  on  Milium 
( im st an  tii m.  \  <  lenm  Affairs  uml  l\i  latctl  \yin  it  \  of  tin  Hmtst  Xppniprialimi  (  innmitn  r.  I .  Apt  il  201 W, 
Imp  ww  .u. tj  I  i  i  I  .hi  'a  pJt  (accessed  March  1. 201 2). 


JOINT  BASING  BRAC 

2005 

INSTALLATIONS 

.JOINT  BASE 

LEAD 

Fort  Lewis/McChord  AFB 

Joint  Base  Lewis-McChord 

ARMY 

Fort  Myer/Henderson  Hall 

Joint  Base  Myer-  Henderson  Hall 

ARMY 

Anacostia  Annex/Bolling 
AFB 

Joint  Base  Anacostia-Bolling 

NAVY 

NAB  Little  Creek-Story 

Joint  Base  Little  Creek-Story 

NAVY 

NS  Pearl  Harbor/Hickam 
AFB 

Joint  Base  Pearl  Harbor-Hickam 

NAVY 

Navy  Base  Guam/ Andersen 
AFB 

Joint  Region  Marianas 

NAVY 

Andrews  AFB/NAF 
Washington 

Joint  Base  Andrews  -  Naval  Air  Facility 
Washington 

AIR  FORCE 

NWS  Charleston 

Joint  Base  Charleston 

AIR  FORCE 

IZlmendorf  AFB/Fort 
Richardson 

Joint  Base  Elmendorf-  Richardson 

AIR  FORCE 

McGuire  AFB/NAES 
Lakehurst 

Joint  Base  McGuire  -  Dix  -  Lakehurst 

AIR  FORCE 

Lackland  AFB/Randolph 
AFB 

Joint  Base  Lackland  -  Sam  Houston  - 
Randolph 

AIR  FORCE 

l - 

TABLE  I 


Find  Joint  Bjs«s  Chch  on  the  (uw  names  Ootow  to  information  tot  each  base 


A.  Phast  1 
D  Phase  2 


fk;ure  u 
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The  Services  expressed  concern  that  when  controls  of  its  operating  and  support 
functions  for  their  installation  were  transferred  to  another  Service,  tearing  an  impact  to 
primary  mission  readiness.  In  particular.  they  were  concerned  that  a  decision  would  be 
made  that  would  inadvertently  reduce  support  and  quality  of  service.  There  was  also 
concern  that  the  various  Service  cultures  and  emphasis  on  mission  tasks  would  negatively 
impact  quality  of  life  and  family  support  programs.  The  expected  resultant  w  as  the 
establishment  of  a  DOD-widc  framew  ork  for  programming,  delivery,  and  assessment  ol 
all  aspects  of  installation  support  to  be  know n  as  ( 'ommon  Delivery  of  Installation 
Support  (GDIS)/  The  Joint  Basing  Initiative  Guidance  (JBIG)  regulated  this  disparity  by 
providing  detailed  installation  support  function  definitions,  requirements,  frameworks, 
duties  and  responsibilities  among  the  Joint  Base  participating  organizations.  The  GDIS 
purpose  was  to  provide  acquisition,  management,  resourcing  and  delivery  of  installation 
support  w  ith  the  best  available  business  practices  and  operational  risk  management.  In 
addition.  DOD  directed  GDIS  to  prov  ide  consistent  high  standards  in  support  of  the 
warfighter  mission  by  the  most  effective  and  efficient  means  available. 

Besides  the  GDIS.  Common  Output  Level  Standards  (GOI.S)  were  developed  by 
DOD  and  approved  by  the  Installation  Capabilities  Council.  These  provided  a  common 
output  or  performance  level  for  each  expected  level  of  installation  support.  Although  the 
DOD  proposal  directed  manpower  savings,  it  was  the  Commission  that  stated  manpower 
savings  would  not  be  directed.  Instead,  the  manpower  requirements  were  derived  from 
standard  manpower  and  functional  analysis  studies,  and  cooperative  joint  determinations 

lolm  H  Pearson.  Aumlrc  I’iggce.  Richard  Kitchens.  Jmni  Hosing:  Tin  Future  nj  Million  Hn\itti> 
or  a  liiih'd  F\iurinient Il.lilc  /  |K  iOmi|  s<  H<  ii  i|  S  M  \  I  * \|'l  Rs  .!<  W  s  ns 
t,B\Joinl  Baling  1  Ue_hitH!v_t<l_\1ilrl;it\_BaMiK'_«*!_.i_l-.iilcd_l  \pci  icntcnl  doc 
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between  the  affected  installations.'  Efforts  are  still  ongoing.  The  COLS  framework  was 
based  on  a  DOD-wide  common  framework  of  definitions,  outputs,  output  performance 
metrics,  and  cost  drivers.  The  framework  served  as  a  basis  for  developing  COLS  for 
each  function  of  installation  support  and  as  well  as  service-wide  capabilities-based 
planning  models  for  all  installation  support  functions  at  projected  joint  bases.  As 
appropriate,  COLS  were  tiered  to  provide  options  for  managing  risk. 

The  COLS  were  aligned  along  10  Functional  Working  Groups  (FWG).  with  more 
than  40  like  functional  areas  and  139  sub-functions.  The  final  product  consisted  of  267 
joint  hase  service-level  standards;7  The  I  1  FWGs  were: 

( 1 )  Command  Support.  Safety,  public  affairs,  legal,  inspector  general, 
procurement,  chaplain,  history,  financial  management 

(2)  Community  Services.  Morale,  welfare  &  recreation,  youth 
programs,  family  services,  lodging  operation 

(3)  Environmental  Services.  Compliance,  pollution  prevention, 
conservation,  restoration 

(4)  Facilities.  Utilities,  pest  control,  custodial  &  refuse  collection, 
grounds  &  pavement  maintenance,  real  property  leases,  management 
&  engineering 

(5)  Fire  &  Emergency  Services.  Fire  department,  emergence  response 
services,  readiness  (crisis  response) 

(6)  Housing.  Family  housing,  dormitory  management 

(7)  Human  Resources.  Military  personnel,  management  analysis 

(8)  Information  Technology.  IT  services 

(9)  Logistics.  Supply,  munitions,  laundry,  vehicle  operations,  food 
services 


"  Interview  with  Jane  Goldberg.  ( Jffice  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Basing  ( ffftec.  ( fetober  1 4. 

2011. 

l.S.  Department  of  Defense.  News.  Bases  Get  New  Nantes  in  Realignment,  Lisa  Daniel  1. 
Imp  .Ai  w  w  .defense. eo\/ne\\  N/ncwsnrlicle.aspx  'id-sK4Su  (accessed  March  9.  2012). 


(  10)  Operational  Mission  Services.  Airfield  operations,  small  arms  A 
firing  ranges 

(111  Security  Services  (military  police).  Law  enforcement,  physical 
security,  installation  protection' 

The  DHPShGDKF  chartered  the  Joint  Management  Oversight  Structure  tJMOSi 
to  have  overall  responsibility  for  development,  approv  al  and  compliance  of  the  Joint  Base 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  i  MOA  i.  The  JMOS  composition  included  the  BRAC  2005 
Infrastructure  Steering  Group  t  ISG).  Installation  Capabilities  Council  ( ICC)  and  Senior 
Joint  Basing  Working  Group  iSJBWG).  which  was  led  by  the  DCSD  tlAL).  Issues 
raised  from  the  Joint  Base  Functional  Groups  or  installations  were  filtered  vertically 
through  the  Joint  Base  Partnership  Council  (JBPC).  Intermediate  Command  Summit 
(ICS),  and  Senior  Installation  Management  Group  (SlMGl  to  the  ICC.  I  he  purpose  of 
the  MOA  w  as  to  provide  an  equitable  basis  for  conflict  resolutions  and  resource 
allocation  between  the  Components  at  a  Joint  Base.  It  was  expected  that  the  Joint  Basing 
Initiative  would  provide  both  common  standards  and  the  opportunity  for  the  Services  to 


s  Air  education  and  Tanning  Command.  Wlntt  is  Joint  Busing'.’.  I . 
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I  S  Department  of  Defense.  Defense  Procurement  ebusiness  Conference.  Sandra  Ross,  lehruary 
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March  I.  2(1 12 1:  Joint  .Management  <  hersight  Structure  Structure  established  lor  each  Joint  Base  that  is 
responsible  for  development,  approval  and  compliance  ol  the  Joint  Base  M<  >A  and  provide  a  basis  tor 
equiiahle  eonllici  resolution  ami  resource  allocution  helvvcen  the  Components  at  a  Joint  Base.  ICC  & 
SJBWCi  -  I  lie  ICC  s  primary  role  is  io  oversee  development  and  implementation  ol  DoD  Installation 
Support  policy  and  resolve  disputes  on  Installation  Support  between  DoD  components.  SIM(.i  Consist  of 
the  senior  representatives  ol  the  Military  Departments  Installation  Management  <  )rgam/.alions.  The  group 
rev  iews  Joint  Base  issues  and  tesolves  any  ipieslions  that  are  passed  from  the  ICS  Also  makes  Joint 
Basing  policy  recommendations  to  the  ICC  ICS  I  he  summit  has  representation  from  the  Component 
installation  management  echelon  immediately  above  the  Joint  Base  installations:  chaired  by  the  supporting 
Component.  JBl’C  Chaired  by  the  Joint  Base  Commander,  the  council’s  primary  role  is  to  implement 
Joint  Base  guidance  lie  has  the  authority  and  responsibility  for  effectively  using  available  resources  for 
planning,  organizing  directing,  coordinating  and  controlling  the  delivery  ol  Installation  Support  as  detailed 
in  the  .MOA.  JBI  AVCi  -  I  be  I  W(  i  pi  unary  role  is  to  detail  the  process  of  consolidation  Ibr  each  function 
for  the  purpose  of  developing  the  optimal  organizations 


optimize  installation  management  by  developing  efficient  methods  of  installation  support 
throughout  the  DOD. 1 


GAO  Assessment 

Based  on  a  broad  definition  of  joint  activity,  the  GAO  determined  DOD's 
recommendations  made  progress  fostering  joint  activity  among  the  military  Services. 
DOD's  definition  for  joint  activity  included  consolidating  some  training  functions  within 
the  same  military  Services  and  collocating  like  organizations  and  functions  on  the  same 
installation.  The  definition  also  encompassed  moving  some  organizations  or  functions 
closer  to  installations  in  order  to  further  opportunities  for  joint  training.  Overall  progress 
was  achieved;  however,  GAO  found  other  instances  where  DOD  adopted  a  Service- 
centric  solution  even  though  the  joint  cross-service  groups  proposed  a  joint  scenario.  For 
example,  a  sizeable  sav  ings  was  projected  in  regards  to  the  initial  joint  training  for  the 
Joint  Strike  Fighter,  hut  progress  varied  and  many  decisions  reflected  consolidations 
within,  and  not  across,  the  military  Services." 

GAO's  objectives  for  assessing  BRAG  2005  were  to  ( I )  determine  if  DOD's 
proposals  achieved  its  stated  BRAG  goals,  (2)  confirm  DOD's  process  for  developing 
recommendations  were  logical  and  reasoned,  and  (3)  identify  issues  with  accompanying 
recommendations.1  The  assessment  also  included  the  Commission's  recommendation 
that  the  DOD  establish  12  joint  bases  by  consolidating  the  management  and  support  of  26 
separate  components  military  installations,  potentially  saving  S2.3  billion  over  20  years. 

111  (  Hike  of  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense.  Twelve  Department  of  Defense  Installations 
Kern  hi  nil  Operational  Capability  in  Support  of  the  Joint  Basing  Program,  I. 
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During  the  BRAC  2005  inaugural  hearing  in  May  of  2005.  GAO  was  asked  to  address: 

(  I )  the  status  of  implementing  recommendations  from  previous  BRAC  rounds,  (2)  DOD's 
expectations  for  the  2005  BRAC  round,  and  (3)  the  analytical  framework  for  the  2005 
BRAC  round.1 

DOD  indicated  and  GAO  generally  agreed  that  recommendations  from  the 
previous  BRAC  rounds  were  implemented  within  the  required  six  year  period  and 
acknowledged  that  properly  transfers  may  lake  longer.  I  he  results  estimated  a  reduction 
in  infrastructure  by  20  percent,  which  would  have  freed  up  about  00  percent  of  the 
un needed  BRAC  properly  available  for  reuse.  It  was  also  noted  that  most  of  the 
surrounding  communities  impacted  by  BRAC  2005  were  faring  well  compared  with 
average  U.S.  rates  for  unemployment  and  income  growth.  BRAC  2005  was  executed  as 
previous  rounds  with  the  normal  emphasis  on  eliminating  unneeded  infrastructure  and 
achieving  cost  savings.  However.  BRAC  2005  differed  slightly  from  previous  rounds 
with  an  additional  emphasis  on  reducing  the  C.S.  footprint  overseas  and  efforts  to  further 
joint  basing  among  the  military  services.14 

DOD  began  sending  out  a  series  of  joint  base  implementation  guidance  in 
January  2008  to  establish  common  joint  basing  definitions  and  standards  for  installation 
support.  The  guidance  included  support  areas  for  airfield  operations,  grounds 
maintenance,  custodial  serv  ices,  and  child  and  youth  programs.  There  were  a  total  of  47 
support  areas  and  267  standards  defining  the  expected  lev  el  of  serv  ice  for  each  specific 
support  area.  DOD  officials  declared  that  the  standards  represented  the  service  levels 

I  S.  Government  Accounting  <  Mike.  Military  Base  Closure:  <  thsennium  on  Prior  and  Current 
BRAC  Rounds,  by  Barry  W.  Holman,  (i  \()-()5-fi|4.  Government  Accounting  Office.  Washington.  DC'.. 
Imp  u  a  u  _.n  ■  _  pi  lm.1  i  i  \<  m  i>-o  i  i  (accessed  March  I  I.  2017 1. 
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needed  to  meet  mission  and  personnel  requirements  in  accordance  with  DOD  policies  and 
guidance,  commercial  standards,  other  federal  agency  guidance,  and  military  judgment.1' 

CiAO  noted  that  although  DOD  made  significant  effort  to  ensure  installation 
support  was  delivered  to  the  planned  joint  bases,  the  2005  Defense  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Commission  had  forecasted  that  cost  would  increase  above  the  cost  of 
support  provided  by  the  separate  installations  before  consolidation.  There  were  two 
primary  reasons  why  this  cost  was  expected  to  increase.  The  primary  reason  for  the 
anticipated  cost  increase  was  DOD  requiring  the  joint  bases  to  deliver  installation  support 
in  accordance  with  the  new  COLS.  At  many  installations,  the  Base  Operations  Services 
(BOS)  had  not  adequately  funded  installation  support  to  meet  DOD  standards. 

Additional  cost  would  be  incurred  getting  the  Services  to  meet  standards.  The  COLS 
required  all  Services  and  the  joint  bases  to  receive  the  same  level  and  quality  of  service. 
During  a  visit  to  nine  joint  bases.  GAO’s  comparison  of  40  selected  standards  to  the 
service  levels  currently  provided  indicated  that  on  average  service  levels  would  have  to 
increase  it)  meet  the  standards  in  about  27  percent  of  the  areas  compared. 1,1 

Secondly,  GAO  noted  that  the  loss  of  service  institutional  know  ledge  would  have 
an  immediate  impact  depending  on  how  the  Services’  approached  implementing  joint 
basing.  As  a  result,  both  additional  administrative  costs  and  the  loss  of  some  existing 
installation  support  efficiencies  would  hamper  the  realization  for  instant  expected  cost 
savings.  This  was  expected  to  improve  over  time  as  indicated  by  GAO  09-336  statement 

1  U.S.  Government  Accounting  Office.  Defense  Infrastructure.  DOD  Needs  to  Perodicallv  Review 
Support  Standards  and  Costs  at  Joint  Bases  and  Better  Inform  Congress  of  Facility  Sustainment  Funding 
Uses,  by  Brian  J.  Lepore.  GAO-IO- VUi,  Government  Accounting  Office.  Washington.  D.C.. 

Intp://vvw vv  cao  cov/pro'ltk ts/(  i  M  >  Do  ^  tb  (accessed  March  10.  2012). 


from  30  March  2009:  "Although  DOD  officials  stated  that  the  increased  support  costs  at 
the  joint  bases  might  he  at  least  partially  offset  over  time  as  experience  is  gained  and  new 
efficiencies  are  identified  and  adopted,  it  is  unclear  whether  joint  basing  will  result  in 

•  ••17 

actual  savings. 

( i AO  Recommendation 

Because  most  of  the  savings  were  reductions  in  military  and  civilian  manpower  as 
opposed  to  infrastructure  reductions.  GAO  recommended  that  the  DOD  focus  on  tracking 
and  periodically  updating  savings.  GAO  believed  savings  could  be  achieved  from  DOD's 
proposals,  hut  certain  limitations  associated  with  the  magnitude  of  the  sav  ings  projected 
by  DOD  were  associated  with  eliminating  jobs  currently  held  by  military  personnel. 
Unfortunately,  rather  than  reducing  end-strength,  spaces  were  reassigned  to  enhance 
capability:  and  this  eliminated  potential  sav  ings.1' 

GAC )  staled  that  in  ordei  for  DOD  to  realize  its  ultimate  sav ings.  they  should 
include  ( I )  transition  planning  to  minimi/e  the  adverse  impacts  on  operations  and 
potential  loss  of  specialized  human  capital  skills:  (2)  mechanisms  to  monitor 
implementation  of  approved  recommendations  and  anticipated  savings:  (3)  plans  to 
adequately  fund  environmental  restoration  to  expedite  property:  and  (4)  assistance  to 
losing  and  gaining  communities,  and  other  federal  agency  communities  affected  by 
BRAC  recommendations.  Some  proposed  actions  represented  jointness,  but  efforts 
v  aried  and  many  recommendations  tended  to  foster  jointness  by  consolidating  functions 
within  rather  than  across  military  Serv  ices. 

1  Ibid. 

'  U  S  Government  Accounting  <  tl'llee.  Military  Buses.  ( Ibsen  aliens  on  D(  ID  s  2(105  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Selection  Process  and  Recommendations,  by  David  Walker.  I  OA(  Ml.s-VIO.s. 

Government  Accounting  Office  Washington.  D.C..  i ■■  i j*  . . .  ■  1  1  ■  1  .  (accessed 

March  14.  201 2 1 


CONCLUSION 


Jhe  U.  S.  is  at  a  strategic  turning  point  after  a  decade  of  war  and  will  transition 
to  a  smaller  and  leaner,  hat  agile,  flexible,  ready  and  technological  advanced  joint  force. 

PRn.Sinn.NT  BARACK  OBAMA.  National  Di-lense  Slraieuy.  MAY  2010 

In  conclusion  and  as  slated  earlier,  the  question  is  il  the  BRAC  process  is  really 
saving  taxpayer  dollars  or  misleading  the  American  public  into  thinking  that  at  the  end  of 
ihe  day.  reduced  infrastructure  equals  savings?  The  intent  of  the  BRAC  process  is  to 
reorganize  DOD's  base  structure  to  more  efficiently  and  effectively  support  U.  S.  forces, 
increase  operational  readiness  and  facilitate  new  ways  of  doing  business.  This  is  a 
foundational  concept  that  supports  our  national  interest  and  security.  The  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  process  is  nested  with  the  IJ.  S.  National  Security  Strategy  by 
ensuring  defense  installations  and  facilities  are  in  the  right  place,  at  the  right  time,  with 
the  right  qualities  and  capacities  in  order  to  support  the  national  security.  BRAC’  focuses 
on  the  Military  pillar  and  notes  that  if  the  foundation  is  not  sound,  then  the  foundation  as 
a  whole  is  not  sound  (see  Figure  12). 


FIGURE  12 


The  process  also  allows  DOF)  lo  divest  of  unnecessary  installation  infrastructure  and 
reinvest  the  sav  ings  into  programs  that  enhance  security  capabilities  and  quality  of  life 
for  military  forces. *  1  DOI)  indicates,  and  GAO  concurs,  that  recommendations  from  the 
previous  BRAC  rounds  were  implemented  within  the  required  six-year  period,  resulting 
in  estimated  reduction  in  infrastructure  by  20  percent,  making  about  00  percent  of  the 
unneeded  BRAC  property  available  for  reuse.  Substantial  net  savings  of  approximately 
S20  billion  have  been  realized.  As  BRAC  progressed,  each  round  added  an  additional 
level  of  complexity  that  was  impacted  by  a  declining  budget  tsee  Figure  13). 
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Although  the  BRAC  process  saved  taxpayers  money,  below  are  major  points  that  are 
worth  restating. 

In  Chapter  One,  the  motivation  for  BRAC  was  a  result  of  actions  taken  by 
SF.CDFF  McNamara  during  the  1960s  and  the  perceived  method  in  which  he  developed 
the  selection  criteria.  Under  direction  of  President  Kennedy,  SECDEF  McNamara 
developed  selection  criteria  within  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD),  with 
minimal  consultation  with  the  Military  Services  or  the  Congress.  The  Congress  had  not 
anticipated  the  broad  extent  of  these  actions.  With  very  few  exceptions,  the  Congress 
viewed  the  closure  actions  negatively.  In  response.  Congress  passed  legislation  to  ensure 
they  would  be  included  in  future  DOD  base-closure  programs.  Twenty  years  passed 
between  the  SECDEF  McNamara  era  and  when  Congress  could  agree  on  an  approach 
and  criteria  for  the  execution  of  BRAC.  It  was  during  President  Reagan's  Administration 
that  the  President's  Private  Sector  Survey  on  Cost  Control  (The  Grace  Commission) 
report  found  that  savings  could  be  made  in  the  base  structure  and  recommended  that  a 
non-partisan,  independent  Commission  be  established  to  study  the  base-closure  issue  in  a 
less  constrained  process  and  submit  a  list  of  closures. 

Chapter  Two  concluded  that  the  general  execution  of  all  previous  BRAC  rounds 
were  successful,  but  certain  discrepancies  and  errors  warranted  additional  attention. 
Although  BRAC  1989  focused  on  military  value  and  mission  support,  noted 
discrepancies  and  errors  were  a  result  of  utilizing  old  data,  double  counting  square 
footage  for  some  facilities  and  inaccurately  reporting  acreage  that  resulted  in  overstating 
savings  estimates.  GAO  concluded  that  with  a  lack  of  an  effective  management  control 


II. S  Department  of  Defense.  Base  Rcaliglmments  liiuI  Closures, Report  of  the  Defense  Secretary's 
Cponwiision.  December  IWH.  7.  liupVAv vvvv delciisc.iim/hrac/Jucs/l ViXK  pdl  (accessed  March  20.  2012). 


procedures  ami  a  tight  time  constraint,  conditions  were  ripe  to  establish  an  environment 
that  would  yield  data  errors  and  inaccurate  estimates 

BRAC  1991  was  executed  general  I  \  in  the  same  manner  as  BRAC  1989  and 
focused  on  military  value,  mission  support  and  cost.  The  1991  round  echoed  some  of  the 
same  concerns  as  BRAC  1989  w  ith  insufficient  and  inaccurate  supporting  documentation 
and  the  lack  of  an  effective  management  control  procedure.  F.ven  though  the  COBRA 
Model,  designed  as  an  analytical  tool  in  calculate  the  cost,  savings,  and  return  on 
investment,  was  rev  ised  during  BRAC  1991.  it  was  not  properly  used  by  the  Services. 

BRAC  1993  focused  on  military  value,  mission  support,  cost  and  maintenance 
consolidation.  Maintenance  consolidation  was  a  benefit  and  missed  opportunity  by  the 
Services  because  of  their  inability  to  generate  sufficient  leadership  to  overcome  Service 
parochialisms.  Additionally.  GAO  recommended  that  the  SHCDF.F execute  five  actions 
to  improve  future  base  closure  and  realignment  recommendations:  i  1 1  improve  OSD's 
oversight  of  the  process:  (2)  establish  standards  for  closure  anil  realignments  of  similar 
military  service  activities;  (3)  develop  a  standard  for  measuring  economic  impact;  (4) 
improve  data  documentation  and  accuracy:  and  (5)  include  government  wide  cost 
implications  of  closure  and  realignment  decisions. ' 

BRAC  1995  focused  on  military  value,  mission  support,  cost,  maintenance 
consolidation  and  the  cross-serv  ice  use  of  common  support  serv  ices.  BRAC  1995  was 
not  as  successful  as  BRAC  1995  in  terms  of  reducing  infrasiructure  and  gained  little 
through  the  concept  of  cross-servicing.  BRAC  199?  was  projected  to  reduce 
infrasiructure  by  15  percent,  but  as  result  of  insufficient  documentation,  unvalidated 

1  l  t.S.  Government  Accounting  ( Mice.  Military  Bases:  Analy  'is  ot  IX  )D‘s  Recommendation  and 
Selection  Process  lot  Closures  ami  Realignments.  GAO/NS1  AD-93- 173.  by  Charles  \.  Bow  slier.  (<■ 
hllp  d.  len -i  Im  Ii»  .  1 .  ■  i  ■  pill  (accessed  January  2h.  2012 1. 


costing  assumptions  and  not  fully  adhering  to  the  DOD  selection  criteria,  DOD's  1995 
recommended  list  of  base  closures  and  realignments  was  projected  to  reduce 
infrastructure  by  only  7  percent.  Additionally,  GAO  noted  the  shortfalls  were  a  result  of 
joint  cross-service  groups  focus  being  too  narrow  and  lacking  the  appropriate  level  of 
guidance  and  leadership  to  execute  and  garner  savings  anticipated  by  the  cross-servicing 
strategy.  Because  of  the  shortfall  of  the  DOD  goal,  the  SECDEF  suggested  the  need  for 
additional  BRAC  rounds  in  3  or  4  years.  Ten  years  would  pass  before  the  next  BRAG. 

BRAC  2005  focused  on  military  value,  mission  support,  cost,  maintenance 
consolidation,  the  cross-service  use  of  common  support  services  and  joint  basing.  This 
was  the  largest  BRAG  round  with  the  projected  equally  large  savings.  GAO  identified 
implementation  and  operational  issues  that  warranted  further  attention  by  the 
Commission.  One  instance  was  an  action  that  was  acknowledged  by  both  the  Services 
and  joint  cross-service  group  as  having  a  potential  for  significant  savings,  but  was  later 
revised  by  the  senior  DOD  leadership  during  the  selection  process.  Others  applied  to 
assumptions  and  inconsistencies  in  developing  certain  cost  savings  estimates,  lengthy 
payback  periods,  or  potential  impacts  on  affected  communities.''  GAOs  final  comments 
related  to  the  SECDEF  taking  appropriate  steps  to  establish  means  for  tracking  and 
updating  savings  estimates  concerning  recommendations. 

Chapter  Three,  Joint  Basing  Initiative,  briefly  described  the  successes  achieved 
during  the  BRAG  2005  round  that  made  progress  fostering  joint  activity  among  the 
military  services.  Although  the  Joint  Basing  Initiative  made  both  economical  and 

'  U  S.  Government  Accounting  Office.  Military  Bases:  Analysis  of  DOD's  2005  Selection  Process 
and  Recommendations  for  Rase  Closures  and  Realignments,  by  Barry  W.  Holman.  OAO-05-785. 
Government  Accounting  Office.  Washington.  D.C..  Iuip://vvvvv\  cap  coWpioducts/GAt  >  -03 -7X5  (accessed 
February  23.  2012). 


functional  sense,  two  primary  reasons  anticipated  an  initial  cost  increase  to  provide  a 
baseline  of  services.  The  primary  reason  was  that  the  Base  Operations  Serv  ices  (BOS) 
had  not  previously  funded  installation  support  in  the  amounts  needed  to  meet  new 
standards.  The  COLS  required  the  Set  s  ices  and  joint  bases  to  receive  the  same  level  ol 
standard  and  quality  ot  serv  ice.  Secondly.  OAO  noted  that  the  loss  of  Service 
institutional  knowledge  would  have  an  immediate  impact  depending  on  how  the 
Serv  ices'  approached  implementing  joint  basing.  As  a  result,  both  additional 
administrative  costs  and  the  loss  of  some  existing  installation  support  efficiencies  will 
hamper  the  reali/ation  for  near  term  expected  cost  sav  ings.  Lastly,  in  some  instances 
1)01)  migrated  to  a  service-centric  solution  even  though  the  joint  cross-service  groups 
proposed  a  joint  scenario. 

In  summary,  the  question  becomes:  is  the  BRAC  process  and  execution  fully 
reali/mg  av  ailable  sav  ings  through  the  process  of  reducing  infrastructure  and  overhead 
management  cost  .’  The  answer  is.  ves.  The  BRAC  process  and  execution  is  realizing 
available  sav  ings  through  the  process  of  reducing  infrastructure  and  overhead 
maintenance  cost.  The  importance  of  an  efficient  military  base  structure  is  imperative 
and  cannot  be  overstated.  I  lie  base  structure  can  remain  efficient  only  if  the  difficult 
decisions  are  made  to  close  and  realign  bases  in  a  timely  manner.  I  lie  Commission  has 
made  a  number  of  such  decisions.  In  addition  to  achiev  ing  documented  sav  ings.  the 
Commission's  recommendations  will  continue  to  alleviate  some  of  the  problems 
discussed  above,  leading  to  improved  mission  effectiveness  in  the  future. 
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Recommendations 


To  enable  the  United  States  to  remain  relevant  and  competitive  in  the  year  2030 
and  beyond,  the  nation  needs  to  support  the  National  Security  and  Military  Strategies  by 
focusing  more  on  our  nation  as  a  whole.  Even  as  the  military  hones  and  institutionalizes 
new  and  unconventional  skills,  the  United  States  still  has  to  contend  with  the  security 
challenges  posed  by  the  military  forces  of  other  countries  and  non-stale  actors  creating 
the  need  for  a  sustainable  and  flexible  infrastructure  footprint.'’  Success  w  ill  be  defined 
by  how  well  we  develop  and  maintain  professional,  disciplined  and  multi-purposed 
capable  forces  that  are  able  to  achieve  global  awareness,  security  and  dominance  within  a 
cost  conscience  environment  that  indicates  BRAC  infrastructure  alignment  is  critical  to 
that  success. 

In  order  to  achieve  a  measure  of  success  for  future  BRAC  rounds,  the  following 
recommendations  are  offered  for  consideration  as  tools  and  ideas  to  extend  the 
opportunity  for  future  savings: 

( 1 )  Include  the  BRAC  strategy  in  the  QDR  to  become  a  continuous 
process  that  will  allow  adequate  planning,  execution  and  predictability 
to  properly  support  the  alignment  of  DOD  infrastructure  assets  in 
support  of  national  security  and  interest. 

(2)  Expand  the  management  control  procedures  to  include  steps  to 
establish  a  means  for  tracking  and  updating  savings  estimates  and 
minimizing  data  errors  in  order  to  maximize  anticipated  savings  from 
the  cross-servicing  strategy. 

(3)  Refine  the  modeling  for  utilizing  the  COBRA  Model  analytical  tool 
that  will  enhance  service  input  into  a  DOD  common  framework  that 
captures  government  wide  opportunities  and  impacts. 


'  Robert  Gates.  "A  Balanced  Strategy:  Reprogramming  the  Pentagon  tor  a  New  Age."  Foreign 
Affairs.  New  York.  January  2009.  V 

U.S.  Government  Accounting  Office.  Military  Bases:  Analysis  of  DOD' s  Recommendation  and 
Selection  Process  for  Closures  and  Realignments.  GAO/NS1  AD-93- 173.  hv  Charles  A.  Bowsher.  b. 
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(4)  Continue  to  improve  and  enhance  OSD's  oversight  of  the  BRAC 
process  to  establish  standards  for  closure  and  realignments  of  similar 
ini  I  i  t  at  \  sen  ice  activities  and  not  allow  for  Service  centric  solutions 
and  recommendations. 


Undoubtedly.  the  eross-Service  initiative  and  joint  basing  construct  allowed  an 
opportunity  to  expand  joinlness  and  will  continue  to  evolve  for  many  years.  1)01)  must 
continue  to  create  a  government  w  ide  environment  that  approaches  the  BRAC' strategy  as 
a  normal  and  routine  activity.  Continuing  to  minimize  unintentional  inter- Service  rivalry 
is  critical  to  garnering  future  savings.  BRAC  should  not  only  be  considered  during 
times  when  the  national  debt  is  out  of  balance,  but  continuously  included  in  the 
challenges  that  the  nation  faces  to  rebalance  DOD's  strategies,  capabilities,  and  lorces  to 
address  today  's  conflicts  and  tomorrows  threats.' 


U  S.  Department  ol  Odense.  Quadrennial  Odense  Review.  Pentagon  Olllicial  Makes  Case  for 
New  BRAC  Rounds,  by  I.isa  Daniel.  Lap  1  a.  i  n  .  <n.  1  .  .  1  it  1  .  p>  id  1  '  (accessed 
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